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Abstract 
Public policy is increasingly made and governed using experts across many levels of 
‘governance’ – from the international to the local. But how experts influence the design of 
this ‘multi-level’ governance is not well understood. This thesis investigates this puzzle by 
examining how groups of experts, conceptualised as ‘epistemic communities’, and those 
processes of multi-level governance influence each other. But the design of those processes 
can also be influenced by matters such as national identity. Therefore, the thesis also 
explores the extent to which experts holding a linguistic cultural identity, which highlights 
the importance of language and associated culture, influences the epistemic community-
multi-level governance relationship.    
This study uses a specific definition of expertise to describe epistemic communities, which 
concerns the mastery of the language and practice of a field of knowledge, to make an 
original contribution to the literature. A further important contribution is made by 
examining the relationship between epistemic communities and multi-level governance in 
new settings. The cases of the development of the Loi sur le patrimoine culturel and the 
Historic Environment (Wales) Act in Québec and Wales show the usefulness of cultural 
heritage policy in these territories for understanding the two concepts. 
Epistemic communities were found to ‘frame’ policy problems, especially those that were 
technical or uncertain, in ways that created demands for more expertise. The design of 
multi-level policymaking processes was shown to be frequently shaped by these frames to 
different extents. Linguistic cultural identity shaped epistemic community actions too, at 
times, especially when it was perceived as politically relevant. This influenced multi-level 
policymaking designs primarily by reducing the number of different actors and different 
fields of knowledge represented. The findings imply that experts can be very important for 
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“[f]earing the weakness of democracy, men have often sought safety in technocrats. There is 
nothing new in this. … But we have not overthrown the Divine Right of Kings to fall down 
before the Divine Right of Experts” 
 
- Harold Macmillan, remarks at the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly,  
16 August 1950 
 
 
1.1. Concerning Epistemic Communities and Multi-Level Governance  
As Harold Macmillan understood, experts hold an important place within democratic 
systems - particularly in their performance. Yet within public policy literature, little space 
has been afforded to the relationship between expert influence and governance across 
multiple levels, which has become a highly salient issue as the phenomenon of multi-level 
policymaking has spread to an ever wider range of states. The coronavirus pandemic, for 
example, has already highlighted the significance of contributions made by professionals 
with expertise within multi-level public policymaking across the world (Enserink & 
Kupferschmidt, 2020; van Dooren & Noordegraaf, 2020; van Overbeke & Stadig, 2020). 
Much has also been written about expert1 influence within policymaking itself. Yet discourse 
has little extended into linking the implications of expert influence with governance 
arrangements across multiple levels.  
 
Influences upon multi-level governance (MLG) imply major consequences for how 
policymaking is coordinated across various territorial scales. They affect how policy is 
developed, implemented and legitimised, in addition to who is included and excluded 
throughout these processes. Given the increasing extent of expert participation in multi-
level policymaking around the world it is therefore important to properly conceptualise this 
relationship to understand the mutual extent of influence and the implications these hold 
for society. 
 
This study will, therefore, directly investigate relationships between expert actors and the 
multi-level policymaking processes in which they participate to understand the extent to 
which policy influence translates to governance outcomes. These expert actors will be 
 
1 This will hitherto be used as shorthand to describe the more precise term of “professionals with expertise”. 
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conceptualised using the epistemic communities framework. This was chosen because, 
firstly, it relates to expert actors only2 – unlike other similar frameworks such as advocacy 
coalitions (Sabatier, 1988) or communities of practice (Adler, 2008) that possess broader 
foci. As Radaelli noted; “…knowledge is the key variable defining epistemic communities…” 
(Radaelli, 1995), which relates equally well to the definition of ‘experts’. Secondly, it 
provides a well-examined method for conceptualising the behaviour and influence of groups 
of experts within the policymaking process (Dunlop, 2012; Löblová, 2018; Marier, 2008), but 
one which would benefit from linking more closely with governance literature3.  
 
This study aims to understand the effects of inter-epistemic community relationships and 
their ability to frame problems, which may or may not impact the scale and shape of 
problem resolutions and/or establish path dependencies. These investigations matter 
because the nature of governance arrangements can play an important role in determining 
the effectiveness and efficiency of policy outcomes – specifically in ensuring that solutions 
are correctly matched to problems. The role and influence of expert participation under 
these conditions is, therefore, vital to comprehend.    
 
Moreover, Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks have consistently suggested that governance 
arrangements in multi-level systems are the product of considerations on the optimum 
distribution of competencies across jurisdictional levels, as well as of considerations of 
national or community identity (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; Hooghe & Marks, 2001). The 
former element of MLG design is founded upon the logic of functional efficiency that 
reflects the purpose of governance as being “…a means to achieve collective benefits…” 
(Hooghe & Marks, 2009) – particularly with respect to the resolution of policy problems and 
the effectiveness of policy outcomes.  This is most obvious when considering task- or 
problem-specific jurisdictions, such as climate change adaptation (Bauer & Steurer, 2014) 
and pandemic responses (Angelici et al, 2021) that provide suitable contexts to investigate 
the influence of epistemic communities due to their association with evidence-based 
discourses. Several authors have recognised the impact of experts on, for example, policy 
 
2 In line with the definition supplied for this term within the third chapter of this thesis. 
3 As will be explained in more detail in the next chapter. 
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outcomes (Cross, 2013; Sebenius, 1992) and in coordinating policy to improve efficiency and 
effectiveness (Adler & Haas, 1992; Haas, 1992).   
 
However, as Hooghe & Marks (2009) note: “…the functional need for human co-operation 
rarely coincides with the territorial scope of community”, which necessitates the influence of 
national or community identity upon MLG design (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; Kleider, 2020; 
Stephenson, 2013). The motive for governance in this context is as “… an expression of 
community” (Hooghe & Marks, 2009) 
 


















Source: Pellizzoni (2011) 
 
Therefore, a further aim of this study is to test the effect of identity on expert participation 
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discourse and strategies. Ordinarily, as Pellizzoni indicates, in democratic systems values 
and interests at stake (to the extent that they can be discerned) concerning policy problems 
are delineated in advance of utilising evidence from experts – as they dictate how this 
evidence is used (Pellizzoni, 2011). The diagram above illustrates this process in the context 
of contentious and uncontentious politics (i.e. politicised and depoliticised policy issues) in 
contrast to the same processes in technocratic systems where the reverse is suggested to 
occur: the values and interests at stake are dictated by the evidence generated from 
experts.  
 
The role that identity may play in mediating any expert influence over MLG arrangements 
matters because influence, insofar as it may exist, is more likely to tend towards the 
functional efficiency of MLG design under conditions of uncontentious politics when experts 
engage in primarily evidence-based discourse. However, identity can catalyse contentious 
politics in some contexts, which might lead to the ‘expert partisanship’ noted in the diagram 
above and an increase in expert values-based discourse reflecting the expression of 
community. The effect of this would likely be to alter any MLG arrangements developed in 
favour of policymaking capacity over policymaking performance. 
 
1.2. Research Questions 
As set out above, this thesis will explore the relationship between experts – conceptualised 
using the epistemic communities (epicoms) framework - and the multi-level governance of 
public policymaking. The second chapter following this introduction aims to review the 
literature to set out how the development of these concepts has been interrelated from the 
beginning and how they have continued to approach similar themes. Their core units of 
analysis centre upon actors and their relationships within public policymaking. Each has 
been similarly concerned with processes and outcomes. Yet both have suffered from 
conceptual stretching and imprecision when departing from their actor-centred focus. 
 
The relationship between epicoms and MLG is not well understood, however, because they 
have rarely been examined in detail in public policy studies together. Yet it will be shown 
that each shares conceptual and practical space, as both can perform complementary 
coordinating functions related to policy complexity and uncertainty, for example. The first 
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set of research questions below, therefore, imply the hypothesis that epicoms and MLG 
possess a significant relationship that can shape how each develops and evolves that entails 
important consequences for policymaking. 
 
 
1. How do the concepts of epistemic communities and multi-level governance 
arrangements for policymaking contribute to each other? 
Sub-questions:  
- What are the dynamics that structure epistemic community relationships with 
each other and with key actors in instances of multi-level policymaking? 
- To what extent, if any, do epistemic communities influence multi-level 
governance change and by what methods? 
- What is the nature of the relationship between epistemic communities and 
problem-solving within multi-level governance and what are the implications for 
policymaking arrangements? 
 
The questions aim to address specific themes common to epicom and MLG research that 
offer nexus points for interrogating their relationship. These include the conditions of policy 
complexity and uncertainty that act as scope conditions for epicom influence and provide 
the raison d’être for instances of MLG. The extent and methods of mutual influence will be 
explored through examining actor interests, resources, and strategies, which includes an 
assessment of inter-epicom dynamics. These have long been assumed as significant by 
epicom scholars, but direct analysis has been scarce in the literature. 
 
Policy problems, and specifically their solution and resolution, are expected to be a key 
point of intersection for epistemic communities and multi-level governance. As noted earlier 
in this chapter, policy problems entail and necessitate the consideration of values and 
evidence within democratic policymaking processes, which generate both policy and 
governance outcomes related to the problem. The problem-solving trend in recent multi-
level governance studies, also elucidated in the second chapter, is especially relevant to this 
research question because it offers a significant source of demand for epistemic community 
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participation within multi-level policymaking. Wicked problems (Peters, 2017) in particular - 
such as the current pandemic - require substantial ‘technical’ knowledge from a variety of 
fields and create conditions of widespread uncertainty that are favourable (Adler & Haas, 
1992; Haas, 1992) to influence by experts. Coordinating responses to such problems has, in 
turn, been viewed as a major contributor (Maggetti & Trein, 2019; Thomann et al., 2019) to 
the spread of instances of multi-level governance and policymaking in a variety of settings. 
This element of the question therefore aims to close the analytical circle by inserting 
epistemic communities. This would both extend existing theorisation within the literature 
and offer a new path of exploration that attempts to re-situate the focus on key actors, such 
as experts, in shaping (and in turn being shaped by) the multi-level governance of problems. 
 
To operationalise the investigation the second chapter ends by proposing the instances 
approach to MLG (Alcantara et al., 2016) as the conceptual bridge to the epicom framework 
that maintains an actor-centred focus within a meso-level of analysis. This requires the 
utilisation of the epicom methodology4 to structure the data collection and analysis element 
of the study that will be expanded upon in the third chapter.  
 
An important methodological contribution to the literature that this thesis makes here is in 
amending the epicom methodology to specify how expertise is to be defined. A 
fundamental flaw that undermines the wider utility of the framework lies in the lack of 
agreement over the application of the term ‘expert’. The third chapter will define this by 
borrowing the ‘periodic table of expertises’ conception from the sociology of knowledge 
literature that delineates contributory and special interactional expertise as those relevant 
to epicoms. The intention will be to expand the concept of expertise to account for a wider 
range of practices while, at the same time, tightening its definition to ensure that ‘experts’ 
are clearly delineated from practitioners, specialists and other groups that have come to 
muddy the conceptual waters. 
 
Prior to this the chapter provides the background for the second set of research questions 
that contextualise this investigation that are shown below: 
 
 




• To what extent, if any, do competing identities (of a linguistic cultural form) of a 
given territory mediate the relationship between epistemic communities and 
multi-level governance arrangements for policymaking? 
Sub-questions: 
- To what extent, if any, do competing linguistic cultural identities influence the 
composition and strategies of, and relations between, epistemic communities? 
- How does linguistic cultural identity relate to the scope conditions of epistemic 
community influence and what, if any, are the implications for governance 
arrangements for policymaking? 
 
The first research question is designed to understand the influence of epistemic 
communities on multi-level governance arrangements under conditions of uncontentious 
politics i.e. when epicoms are able to engage in evidence-based discourse that is their 
favoured method of communication. However, this question alone would not be sufficient 
for achieving the central aim of developing a better understanding of the epicom-MLG 
relationship, as it would omit consideration of the second key factor in MLG design and 
ignore the role of epicoms when politics becomes contentious. Therefore, the second set of 
research questions above attempt to address this deficiency by reintroducing the concept of 
identity, which in its linguistic cultural form attempts to set the context for contentious 
politics.  
 
Identity in its national form is that which has been most closely associated with MLG design 
to date because of its relationship to territorial administration (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; 
Hooghe & Marks, 2016; Kleider, 2020). Hooghe & Marks, in their more recent works, have 
even claimed that identity in this form can play a ‘decisive’ role in defining jurisdictional 
outcomes depending upon the terms of its elucidation (Hooghe & Marks, 2009) “cognitively 
sophisticated individuals or functional interest groups” (Hooghe & Marks, 2009). In seeking 
to test the role of identity in mediating epistemic community influence then, it was 
considered that another form of identity may be most appropriate, which nevertheless 




Linguistic cultural identity appears to meet this requirement because, as will be explained in 
more detail in the third chapter, language has long been closely connected with national 
and territorial identity in many nation-states and subnational communities. Moreover, 
linguistic cultural identity may present a stronger influence over epicom members, as its 
membership founded upon ability is potentially more exclusive than for most 
manifestations of national identity. Indeed, within states where the dominant linguistic 
cultural identity is based upon the English language, multilingual proficiency is relatively 
low. For example, in the United States less than 20% of Americans are considered to be 
multilingual (American Academy of Arts & Sciences, 2021), while in Canada and the UK the 
figures were 17.9% (Statistics Canada, 2019) and 34.6% (Eurostat, 2021) respectively. This 
contrasts with a European Union average of almost 65% who were considered multilingual 
(Eurostat, 2021).  
 
While the comparability of these statistics is not without its issues, it must be noted that 
linguistic cultural divisions have also arisen within academia, as demonstrated by 
bibliometric searches of the most cited epicom and multi-level governance articles on the 
bibliographic database aggregation site Web of Science5. Of the 254 articles listed for 
“multi-level governance” and refined to “Political Science”, only 12 were listed as being non-
English language (4.7%). Conducting the same search for “epistemic communities” and 
“Political Science” yielded just 11 results for non-English language articles (5.5%). The non-
English multi-level governance articles had been cited 49 times between them (compared to 
6,422 times for English language citations) and the non-English epistemic communities 
articles had been cited 29 times between them (compared to 12,002 times for English 
language citations). 
 
The above statistics do not, of course, relate to any specific policy area. However, they do 
indicate that linguistic cultural identity may present a communication challenge for different 
groups of epistemic communities6, which could serve to (re)produce distinctive discourses 
informed by values linked to their respective linguistic cultures. In this way linguistic cultural 
 
5 Accessed May 17th, 2021. 
6 Particularly if some of those groups originate from English linguistic cultures. 
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identity as a mediating factor presents a ‘most likely’ case for generating a context of 
contentious politics i.e. where epistemic communities engage in values-based discourses in 
addition to evidence-based discourses. 
 
The third chapter will further expand upon the applicability and necessity of utilising a  
‘most likely’ cases approach and how this affected the subsequent research choices made. 
Québec and Wales, for example, are subnational territories that possess distinctive linguistic 
cultures closely related to national identity. They are also constituent units of much larger 
multi-level governance spaces where the dominant linguistic culture is English and where 
expertise is recognised across numerous fields of policy. These factors make them excellent 
‘most likely’ cases to study the mediating potential of identity on any relationship between 
epistemic communities and multi-level governance. As the chapter proceeds it will also 
explain how cultural heritage policy, with its diverse range of expertise across cultural, 
historical, social and other disciplines, acts as another exemplary ‘most likely’ case to 
explore both contentious and uncontentious politics relating to values- and evidence-based 
discourses. Cultural heritage can act as an expression of community and identity, as well as 
incorporate significant complexity and technicality, which makes it fertile ground for 
epistemic community participation via multiple discourses. The subnational character of 
those territories also facilitates the actor-centred focus of the investigation by considering 
policymaking closer to the level of citizens.    
 
The third chapter notes that the cultural heritage policies selected were the Loi sur le 
patrimoine culturel (“La Loi”) and the Historic Environment (Wales) Act (“the HE Act”). The 
epicom methodology of Peter Haas (1992) that will be (re-)established within the chapter 
specifies that the activities of epicoms and other actors were to be traced and influence on 
policymaking determined. While this thesis will not operate formal process tracing, the 
approach taken during the fourth to seventh empirical chapters will follow an approach 
inspired by process tracing methodology, as will be explained within the third chapter. The 
activities of epicoms have been perceived in the context of a multi-level policymaking 
environment and their influence within this context has also been set out. Analysis of the 
data was conducted using an explanation building approach that was perceived to be 
entirely consistent with the epicom methodology and the actor-centred framework of this 
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thesis. It utilised extensive quotations to foreground individual actor perspectives as the 
heart of the empirical evidence and presented a flexible method that permitted alternative 
perspectives to the implications within the research questions to emerge. 
 
The Fourth and Fifth chapters assess and explain the development of cultural heritage 
policy in Québec. The focus of the fourth chapter establishes the background to cultural 
heritage management and builds the relationships between actors up to the introduction of 
the first legislation to the Assemblée Nationale7. The fifth chapter magnifies interactions 
and influence throughout the passage of La Loi and ends at its entry into statute.  
 
The Sixth and Seventh chapters follow the same structure in Wales. The sixth chapter notes 
cultural heritage policy progression from pre- to post-devolution Wales and the early 
relationships and events that marked the development of the Historic Environment Bill. The 
seventh chapter highlights the key aspects of the Bill’s journey to Royal Assent through the 
Senedd8. 
 
All four case studies chapters will be structured through analytical streams that emphasise 
epicom activities and influence; the converse influence of the multi-level policymaking 
environment upon epicoms; and the mediating influence of linguistic cultural identity. 
 
The Eighth chapter discusses the findings from the case studies. They demonstrate that 
epicoms can significantly shape the development of MLG instances through the influence of 
their mutual relationships and the problematisations that they frame. Problematisations, 
depending upon how and when they are framed in the process, may broaden, or narrow the 
extent to which subsequent governance outcomes are altered. But, importantly, epicoms 
are shown to be in competition with policymakers and other actors with respect to framing 
problematisations, depending upon the extent to which they align with epicom interests. 
Those problematisations instigated by epicoms are more likely, if accepted by policymakers, 
to result in governance outcomes that favour formalised MLG instances. The distinctive set 
 
7 National Assembly of Québec. 
8 The Welsh Parliament – then known as the National Assembly for Wales. Heretofore referred to as the 
Senedd (by which the National Assembly was informally known previously). 
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of policy outcomes pursued by cultural heritage epicoms, in taking account of existing 
capacity and resource distributions, uniquely necessitated the development of MLG 
instances. Problematisations, whether by epicoms or otherwise, were shown to generate 
demand for expertise that created more opportunities for expert participation in policy 
proposals and policy resolutions. Those generated by epicoms, especially those epicoms 
already in privileged positions, were more likely to result in the further institutionalisation of 
epicoms and expertise. Finally, as hypothesised within the second research question,  
linguistic cultural identity acted, at times, to influence epicom policy goals in a partisan 
manner in favour of the linguistic cultural identity that they represented. This led some 
epicoms to act against expected behaviours and actively use this identity construct to 
contribute to the politicisation of debate to maintain political salience and contention for 
their policy enterprise. Yet, at other times, linguistic cultural identity presented 
opportunities for epicoms to remove debate from the political to the technical realm 
because of its creation of a demand for expertise under conditions of uncertainty. Here, 
debate was depoliticised and made uncontentious. 
 
1.3. Key Contributions 
Lastly, the Concluding chapter summarises the many key contributions that this thesis 
makes to the epicom and MLG literatures, which begin with three major methodological 
contributions.  
 
Firstly, a definition of expertise borrowed from Harry Collins & Robert Evans (2007, 2011) 
has been applied to amend Haas’ epicom methodology, which helped to clarify how we 
should identify epistemic community actors and reduce conceptual stretching. This also 
proved useful in providing insights into the constitution and relative performance of 
epistemic communities. Secondly, the focus upon examining the relationship between 
epistemic communities and multi-level governance is unusual in public policy studies,   
which contributed new insights into how the two concepts are connected that had not been 
recognised previously. Thirdly, the case area comparison selected for this study is largely 
novel for the MLG literature, both in terms of the territories chosen and the policy areas. 
Extending the MLG literature into these subnational territories and into the cultural heritage 
policy area yielded results that indicated epicoms could play a major role in shaping 
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governance in these cases – which it is hoped will inspire a new research agenda into the 
deeper influence of epicoms on policymaking governance.  
 
The theoretical contributions demonstrate several points of significance too. Within the 
case studies, epistemic communities are shown to influence instances of multi-level 
governance arrangements by cooperating to form common epistemes, which resulted in 
governance change. This was a unique observation in the epicoms literature. A second key 
contribution demonstrated that epicoms in the case studies were able to use their problem 
framing ability to set the boundaries for policy debate and generate new demands for 
expertise based on the scope conditions of technicality and uncertainty. These conditions 
were shown to be crucial in the extent to which problems were perceived as wicked or not 
that affected the nature and extent of governance change. These were, again, important 
and unique findings within the epicoms and MLG literatures. Thirdly, the effect of these 
scope conditions within the case studies permitted epicoms to play gatekeeping roles when 
institutionalised, depending upon the condition in play. This gatekeeping role enabled 
epicoms to effectively favour their own deeper institutionalisation at the expense of more 
diverse sources of knowledge-based expertise. This gatekeeping role and its effects are also 
largely unique observations within the literature. Lastly, the mediating factor of linguistic 
cultural identity was shown to play an important role in the constitution of epicoms and 
their ability to wicked problematise, as they were observed to engage with value discourses 
under those conditions of contentious politics that identity considerations made possible. 
Epicoms within the case studies appeared to utilise these value discourses to both politicise 
debate and open up problem boundaries, as well as to depoliticise debate and close 
problem boundaries, resulting in further gatekeeping. Again, this had important implications 
for the diversity of expertise able to participate within problem resolutions within the cases, 
which were also unique observations within the epicom literature.  
 
Finally, in practical terms, this thesis demonstrates that the role of experts within public 
policymaking needs to be reconsidered. Their role has been shown to be more complex, 
consequential, and multifaceted than previously understood in some circumstances. The 
fact that identity considerations may influence expert contributions suggests that treating 
epistemic communities as purely non-politicised entities may be to oversimplify the reality 
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of the societal contexts in which expertise is situated. Similarly, their impacts (under certain 
conditions) upon governance outcomes and their subsequent participation in those 
outcomes needs to be investigated, as evidence from this thesis suggests that it may 
privilege the utilisation of existing knowledge perspectives over alternative and more 
diverse expertise. This may suggest that, in light of current debates about representation of 
diverse perspectives in many areas of society, consideration of the representativeness of 
expertise with respect to both knowledge fields and identity constructs may need to be 






















2. Literature Review 
 
2.1. Introduction 
This chapter aims to critically examine the theoretical literature within political science 
discourse to understand current thinking and trends concerning epistemic communities,  
multi-level governance and related ideas. This is intended to support the propositions 
implied within the research questions that their relationship merits important consideration 
and that they may be connected through their mutually significant nexus point of problem-
solving. The combination of epicoms and MLG therefore represents a unique approach and 
is anticipated to advance our understanding of the origins and development of multi-level 
policymaking arrangements that are so crucial and prevalent within the present political 
world. 
 
2.2. Multi-Level Governance and Epistemic Communities: Coincidental Frameworks 
The central theme of this thesis that this chapter particularly hopes to convey is the 
connectivity exhibited by the concepts of multi-level governance and epistemic 
communities. While their theoretical foci describe different entities and interactions at 
varying scales, their origination and subsequent development share common influences, 
while their features are the subject of analogous critiques.  
 
Both ideas can trace their origins, albeit not exclusively9, to debates within the international 
relations (IR) literature concerning European integration that began in the 1950s with the 
establishment of the European Community. Multi-level governance owes a significant debt 
(Bache & Flinders 2004) to neofunctionalist explanations (E. Haas, 1958; Lindberg, 1963) of 
that emerging integration. Neofunctionalists particularly ascribed political agency to 
supranational actors and non-state actors such as interest groups (E. Haas, 1958, 1964), as 
well as to state governmental actors, which stood in contrast to intergovernmental theories 
purporting largely state-centric explanations (Hoffmann, 1964, 1966; Milward, 1984) of 
change. The emphasising of the political imperative for integration complimented the 
functional imperative. The latter foresaw technical pressures for complex policy fields to 
 
9 For example, the term ‘epistemic communities’ is acknowledged by its promoter, Peter Haas (in Do Regimes 
Matter? 1989), as having originated within the sociology of knowledge literature, citing Holzner & Marx (1979).  
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integrate in the interests of performative effectiveness and efficiency due to the increasingly 
complex web of economic interactions developing between policy areas and between 
modern nation-states (George, 2004).  
 
The acknowledgement of the political agency of non-state actors, and especially their 
theorised role in contributing to political change, formed a key amendment of David 
Mitrany’s functionalist theory (Mitrany, 1966, 1975). This amendment planted the seed that 
would link functional integration, founded upon the increasing necessity and utilisation of 
expertise within policymaking (Keohane, 1978), with the possession of a political agenda by 
the purveyors of expertise. These ideas influenced the eminent international relations 
thinker Robert Keohane, whose work (Keohane & Nye, 1974) on the role of non-state actors 
in world politics in turn influenced Peter Haas, the foremost proponent of epistemic 
communities10. John Ruggie, who first introduced the concept of epistemic communities to 
IR (Ruggie, 1975), demonstrated a similar debt to neofunctionalist thought in 
conceptualising epicoms as manifestations of the cognitive level of institutionalisation with 
reference to collaborative behaviour between states.  
 
This common heritage situates MLG and epicoms as actor-centred (Haas, 2016; Hooghe & 
Marks, 2001) responses to the increasingly complex, interdependent, and technical nature 
of the world that seek to conceptualise its governing, management, and understanding. The 
“…coordination adopted in the face of complex interdependencies…” (Jessop, 2004) may be 
viewed as being underpinned by the information provided by epicoms to help policymakers 
“…articulate an understanding of the world and of their own policies and interests” (Haas, 
2016) under associated conditions of uncertainty.  
 
Crucially, what is left unwritten here is that the two concepts are also linked by a shared 
interest in problem-solving, as complexity and uncertainty have been tied to this notion 
throughout their development (Crowley & Head, 2017; Head, 2019; Koppenjan & Klijn, 
2004; Rittel & Webber, 1973). Introducing the idea of ‘wicked problems’, Rittel & Webber 
 
10 Not forgetting that the father of neofunctionalism (Ernst Haas) was also the father, and sometime 
collaborator, of Peter Haas. 
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foreshadow elements of MLG11 in multiple ways, explaining that “the process of formulating 
the problem and of conceiving a solution… are identical…”, involve attempts to “…internalize 
those externalities”12 and are contextual. There is “no stopping”: only continuous 
negotiation of definitions and resolutions involving “…incesssant judgement, subjected to 
critical argument.” They also imply that ‘experts’ are likely to figure significantly in 
resolutions – albeit warning of the dangers of ignoring their status as political actors and 
their limits in shaping responses (Head, 2019). 
 
The origins and spaces that these two concepts inhabit therefore appear to be inextricably 
linked. These linkages will be more fully explored within the following segments concerning 
their development and critical reception before reinforcing their connectivity in examining 
recent trends in their application that offer opportunities for more formal joint 
investigation. The usefulness of problem-solving in providing a method to connect the two 
frameworks will be especially highlighted following consideration of each one. This is seen 
as most appropriate due to its importance in acting as a bridging concept. 
 
2.3. Developing Multi-Level Governance 
The phenomenon of multi-level governance was first formally identified by Gary Marks in 
his analyses (Marks, 1992, 1993) of the 1988 reforms of the structural funding programmes 
of the European Community (EC). He rejected existing theories of European integration as 
inadequate explainers of the observed mobilisation of subnational authorities and 
autonomous activities of supranational authorities and proposed a new dynamic at work. 
 
Marks’s next publication built on this to produce the first definition of the emerging 
concept: “a system of continuous negotiation among nested govts at several territorial tiers 
- supranational, national, regional and local”  and was acknowledged to have wide 
variations both across and between Member States. EU regional policy was becoming 
characterised by “…co-decision-making across several nested tiers of govt, ill-defined and 
 
11 The idea of wicked problems emerged at the same time as neofunctionalism and epistemic communities 
were emerging. 
12 In a phrase highly reminiscent of Hooghe & Marks’ justification for the development of MLG. 
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shifting spheres of competence… and an ongoing search for principles of decisional 
distribution…” (Marks, 1993).  
 
2.3.1. (Re)Defining Multi-Level Governance 
These early descriptions largely situated MLG as a process, albeit with an institutional 
background, and as arising from policymaking and implementation arrangements that were 
“…inductively problem driven, not deductively constitution based” (Marks, 1992). These 
arrangements were designed to better administer and evaluate the structural funding 
programmes directly and over a longer period and marked a consistent yet occasionally 
overlooked relationship between MLG and problem-solving. However, Marks’ interest in the 
broader implications for the role of the state meant that early analysis was primarily 
focused upon intergovernmental relations and the role of subnational and supranational 
actors, with little attention given to the role and influence of non-state actors (Alcantara & 
Nelles, 2014; Fairbrass & Jordan, 2004). Although Marks recognised that “…governments 
[were] enmeshed in territorially overarching policy networks” (Marks, 1993) several authors 
felt that the horizontal dimension of MLG had been underexplored in the early years (Bache, 
2008; Peters & Pierre, 2001; Pierre & Stoker, 2000; Warleigh, 2006) and later (Bolleyer, 
2013; Zapata-Barrero et al., 2017). The subject of this critique was well illustrated when 
MLG was simply described in one early publication by Hooghe & Marks as “…the dispersion 
of authoritative decision making across multiple territorial levels.” (Hooghe & Marks, 2001) 
This characterisation too closely imitated elements of federal system definitions. Elazar, for 
example, defined federalism as “self-rule plus shared rule” (Elazar, 1987) that emphasised 
the dispersion and sharing of authority while Cameron & Falleti saw the separation of 
powers at the subnational level as a defining feature of federalism (so highlighting the 
importance of multiple territorial levels) (Cameron & Falleti, 2005). 
 
Nevertheless, by this time there was growing recognition of the multiplicity of factors that 
MLG was capturing in its descriptions of policymaking, which prompted new consideration 
of the roles of actors beyond the state (Jordan, 2001; Rosenau, 1997; Stoker, 1998). Jessop 
proposed that MLG had inadvertently identified three interrelated trends concerning the 
modern state: the “de-nationalization of territorial statehood”, the “de-statization of the 
political system”, and the “internalization of policy regimes” (Jessop, 2004). The first 
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represented the way that states were said to be increasingly presiding over the ‘hollowing 
out’ of some of their capacities through the restructuring of their territories (via devolution 
for example) and re-articulation of competencies. States maintained some level of control 
over the extent of this change to better project their influence across multiple scales. The 
second trend captured the “…shift from government to governance…” (Jessop, 2004) that 
particularly described the enhanced participation of extra-governmental and non-
governmental agencies and actors in contributing to policy formulation and 
implementation. Governments in turn were becoming meta-managers in laying rules and 
standards and manipulating the conditions under which the resultant political games were 
played. Finally, the latter trend noted the blurring of the old distinctions between domestic 
and international arenas as goods, ideas and people traversed borders more easily. The 
complexity of managing economies, trade and other policy issues under such 
interconnected circumstances required transnational cooperation and integration while at 
the same time internalising the constraints of international politics to domestic arenas. 
Again, there are strong echoes here from the problem-solving literature, especially in the 
internalisation of externalities that Ritter & Webber suggested would be a feature of the 
management of problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973). 
 
In response to this, and other, analyses several authors began to redefine MLG to take 
greater account of these factors and to emphasise both vertical and horizontal dimensions. 
Peters & Pierre produced perhaps the most enduring description in stating that MLG 
“…refers to connected processes of governance incorporating both public and private actors 
in contextually defined forms of exchange and collaboration” and that “…managing multi-
level governance becomes a matter of integrating processes at different institutional levels 
with each other in ways which promote the interests of the system overall.” (Peters & Pierre, 
2004) Notable here is the early recognition that MLG combines a series of interlinked yet 
partially discrete processes, together with an acknowledgement of the importance of 
context to the shape of interactions, which only when integrated produce effects on a 
systemic scale. There are seeds here of later interpretations of MLG that will be discussed in 




2.4. Systemisation of MLG 
The range of interlinked domestic and global trends that MLG purported to capture led to 
increasing accusations among scholars that the concept lacked explanatory sophistication 
(Fairbrass & Jordan, 2004; Rosamond, 2000) and was endeavouring to stretch itself (Sartori, 
1970) beyond its limits (Jessop, 2004; Peters & Pierre, 2004). The similarities and overlaps 
with federalism were an obvious example here. In response, Hooghe & Marks developed 
the first attempt to systematise MLG for the purposes of theorisation and analysis, which 
resulted in the use of a typology that referred to two types of MLG based on general-
purpose and task-specific jurisdictions at either limited or unlimited levels (Hooghe & Marks, 
2001).  
 
This typology presents two contrasting “ideal-types” of MLG founded upon different 
scholarly traditions. Type 1 originates from federal perspectives of governance where the 
stipulation of system-wide architecture may be taken as a reference to some form of 
constitution or set of rules that formalises procedures governing relations between different 
territorial levels. Similarly, it can also represent institutions, such as elected legislatures and 
courts (Hooghe & Marks, 2004). These territorial levels are limited, usually to two or three 
at most, backgrounded with a strong sense of hierarchy. The jurisdictions in Type 1 systems 
of MLG are suggested to be packaged with general-purpose functions that prioritise holistic 
approaches to governance with clear boundaries of competence delineated by non-
intersecting memberships. The latter point re-emphasises federal notions of divided 
government and relates mostly to territorial articulations of jurisdictions13. Such a system 
may be viewed as advantageous for facilitating wider debates on fundamental issues in 
societies such as norms and values, often articulated by political parties representing a wide 
range of opinion rather than catering to a diverse range of special interests (Bache & 
Flinders, 2004). In addition, the general-purpose jurisdictions that it possesses privilege 
strategic approaches to policymaking, especially on issues that are not easily stratified into 
constituent parts within a given territory (e.g. foreign policy). However, such systems may 
lack the adaptability to meet the challenges of a more interconnected world, where 
approaches to policymaking increasingly require participation by stakeholders beyond 
 
13 Although Hooghe & Marks (2004) point out that such jurisdictions can be thought of as existing in the 
international sphere with membership of the World Trade Organization being non-intersecting with the United 
Nations for example. 
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governments to facilitate knowledge diffusion and learning. In this respect, it is notable that 
there is no obvious place for non-governmental actors in Type 1 systems, which appeared to 
both excise a distinctive feature of MLG and arguably further stretched the concept beyond 
its limits into federalist territory. 
 
The Type 2 forms of MLG are suggested to be orientated towards problem-solving and 
functional representation. The task-specific jurisdictions deemed to be present enable a 
focus on policy issues broad and narrow, particularly on those where complex or technical 
issues are the subject, such as climate change and public health. Here, the flexibility to 
design jurisdictions to vary in scale and membership allows such structures to incorporate a 
much wider range of actors from the public, private and third sectors. Scale is also a key 
factor in determining the complexity of problems, in the sense that they vary in definition 
and complexity across scales, which suggests that flexibility in adjusting to this offers MLG 
an advantage in attempting to manage such problems. Scale flexibility is also related to 
identity (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; Stephenson, 2013), however, this will be more properly 
discussed at the end of the chapter because it requires linking to the epistemic communities 
framework to view it in context. 
 
Moreover, the lack of formal rules governing such a system emphasises the flexibility 
inherent in relations between actors too, as hierarchy appears largely absent with the 
necessity of bargaining and continuous negotiation heavily implied to determine authority 
and competence. Such routine discussions may even aid in better coordinating policymaking 
to avoid conflicts that can lead to policy blockage and policy failure. Ultimately though, with 
hierarchy and formal rules in abeyance, Type 2 systems may be subject to accountability 
and transparency deficits that reduce throughput legitimacy despite allowing for wider 
input. Nevertheless, the ability to custom-design jurisdictions to include representation 
from actors across scales and spheres of society may induce more efficient approaches to 
task resolution, which may in turn enhance the output legitimacy of such a system.  
 
2.4.1. Critiquing the MLG Typology 
The typologising of MLG by Hooghe & Marks has been highly influential in structuring much 
subsequent research on the topic. This has especially been the case in fields beyond its 
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birthplace within European studies, such as climate (Betsill & Bulkeley, 2006; Di Gregorio et 
al., 2019) and environmental policy (Irepoglu Carreras, 2019); cross-border economic 
integration in the Pearl River Delta (Yang, 2005); and digital culture (Cargnello & Flumian, 
2017). Nevertheless, in recent years, there have also been more numerous critiques 
(Alcantara et al., 2016; Bache, 2011; Curry, 2015) of the approach that stem from a lack of 
conceptual development beyond its original elucidation. Bache, Bartle & Flinders (2016) for 
example argue that much contemporary analysis employing MLG has either proceeded 
“…without any critical reflection on the internal or external consistency of the distinction” or 
has simply ignored the typology altogether. The authors further contend that the notion of 
‘unbundled governance’ (Pollitt & Talbot, 2004) means that the distinction between 
general-purpose and task-specific jurisdictions is being eroded.  
 
Bache et al. appear to imply that, whereas the typology of MLG may have been a useful 
heuristic (Curry, 2015) at that stage of development in the concept, it now seems to obscure 
more meaningful investigations into MLG dynamics. This view mirrored that of Stubbs 
(2005) quoted in Bache (2011) that MLG “…might conceal more than it reveals in relation to 
issues of power”. On this point, it is clear that while the typology presumes a ‘shadow of 
hierarchy’ (Héritier & Lehmkuhl, 2008), especially with regard to Type 1 systems, it gives no 
indication as to how power and authority may be distributed among actors within 
jurisdictions. Indeed, despite Marks in particular positioning MLG as an actor-centred 
concept (Marks, 1996; Stephenson, 2013), the overriding sense of his treatment of MLG 
appears to be one more closely rooted to institutionalism. While this is not detrimental, as 
institutions remain significant (Curry, 2015), the distinctiveness of MLG seems to be 
founded upon its actor-centred dimension. Therefore, theorisation of the relationships 
between actors – those key figures that supply the interconnectivity (Bache, Bartle & 
Flinders, 2016; Piattoni, 2010) that transverses levels – has been neglected to an extent, 
instead being ‘outsourced’ to other concepts such as policy networks (Warleigh, 2006) or 
ceded to network governance. Yet, in maintaining a largely institutional perspective, this 
may have contributed to continual uncertainty over the meaning and ultimate utility of the 





2.4.2. Critiquing the Systems Approach to MLG 
Perhaps the most important reason for the ongoing confusion over how to understand MLG 
lies in how it has been applied to widely varying analytical scales (Jessop, 2004; Papillon, 
2015; Piattoni, 2010, 2015; Tortola, 2017). Although, as noted earlier, MLG was first 
theorised as arising from new approaches to policymaking and implementation 
arrangements, MLG has often been perceived as both a framework for considering 
policymaking as well as one for considering ideas of state transformation.  
 
Piattoni chose to separate the former application into two related parts (Piattoni, 2010). The 
actor-centred component emphasised the trend towards political mobilisation of non-
central state actors that Marks originally identified. This trend was conceived to have led to 
the erosion of the key dividing lines between the centre and the periphery as well as the 
domestic versus international arenas by actors who were freed to be able to interlink 
different levels and spheres of authority. The second aspect of Piattoni’s outlining of MLG as 
policymaking emphasised the institutional side by examining the ‘new modes of 
governance’ (A. Héritier & Lehmkuhl, 2008) operating in the EU in particular that were 
continually reworking policymaking arrangements via innovations such as committees and 
networks.  
 
Following her explanation of the policymaking analytical scale of MLG, the author then turns 
to the issue of state transformation, which she terms ‘polity structuring’ (Piattoni, 2010). 
Piattoni observes that investigating “…policy-making processes and patterns of political 
mobilization…” will inevitably lead one on “…to theorizing about how individual member-
states and the EU polity are being restructured” (Piattoni, 2010). This drive has been implicit 
in much of the work of Hooghe & Marks but also of other scholars in seeking to explain the 
transformation of governance in the EU (Kohler-Koch & Rittberger, 2006; Héritier & Rhodes 
2011), North America (Horak & Young, 2012; Leo & Pyl, 2007), and at a global level (De 
Prado, 2007).  
 
Yet while MLG policymaking may entail significant consequences for the EU and beyond, 
which require further study to understand and contextualise, many scholars have chosen to 
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formally separate the transformative element of MLG from their analysis14. This approach is 
to some extent advocated by Tortola in his attempt to clarify MLG by illustrating how a 
focus upon policymaking and state transformation within the same framework continue to 
prevent more precise theorisation and investigation because they ask different questions 
(Tortola, 2017). Indeed, to return to the idea of MLG obstructing its own development, 
Jessop noted that “…describ[ing] the interaction of three analytically distinct trends… 
suggests that the concept may obscure as much as it clarifies about recent changes” (Jessop, 
2004). Although the logical progression from actors to institutions to systems that Piattoni 
set out highlights the interconnected nature of these issues and their cumulative relevance 
to understanding MLG, it does not follow that all must be analysed by an MLG lens. State 
transformation may be considered a potential outcome of MLG policymaking processes 
without necessarily being considered as multi-level governance itself. 
 
2.5. Multi-Level Governance Innovations beyond the EU 
Some of the most innovative methods of application and reconceptualisation of MLG have 
appeared in settings divorced from its site of origination. This may be related to persistent 
claims that MLG research remains dominated by studies associated with the European 
Union (Jordan, 2001; Tortola, 2017) and that this has contributed to emphases upon state 
transformation and the muddying of the conceptual waters. Within the EU especially, 
Member States have been party to state rescaling and territorial re-articulation, as 
supranational and subnational actors have taken active roles in developing and 
implementing policies forming partnerships with a variety of interests and non-state actors. 
 
Nevertheless, many scholars have also determined to apply MLG to settings beyond the EU, 
as referred to earlier. MLG has been identified in territories as diverse as China 
(Hensengerth, 2015; Ongaro et al., 2019; Yang, 2005), Latin America (Bichir, Brettas, Canato, 
2017; Nenadovic & Epstein, 2016; Romero-Lankao et al., 2015); and South Africa (Knuppe, 
Pahl-Wostl & Vinke-de-Kruijf, 2016; Murray & Simeon, 2011; Simeon & Murray, 2004), 
which indicates that the concept is considered both applicable and relevant to 
circumstances widely differing in context. However, among the most productive of locations 
 
14 This has particularly been the case outside of the EU context in North American federal systems. See Banting 
& Corbett, (2002); Brunet-Jailly, (2004); and Horak & Young, (2012). 
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for the wider theorisation of the concept has been that of Canada. This section will thus 
concentrate on Canadian innovations in MLG, which are not only significant of themselves 
for the literature but are also particularly relevant for this thesis. As outlined in the 
introductory chapter, one of the two comparative case settings selected for this study is the 
Canadian province of Québec, so a focus upon Canadian developments would be most 
appropriate to complement European theorisation in this investigation. 
 
While scholars in Canada have utilised MLG since its infancy, most early research appeared 
heavily influenced by Hooghe & Marks’ conceptions of MLG as relating primarily to the 
vertical level, rather than the horizontal. Consequently, some early interpretations became 
confused with intergovernmental relations (IGR), which reduced its utility and added to the 
lack of clarity already inherent in the topic (Banting & Corbett, 2002; Lazar & Leuprecht, 
2007; see also Stein & Turkewitsch, 2008). However, this first phase of application in Canada 
was followed by a more fruitful second phase that investigated the utility of MLG for 
understanding the roles and relations of cities and municipalities in Canadian federalism, 
given that such entities derive their authority from provinces and not from the constitution.  
 
The second phase of MLG studies in Canada saw scholars such as Robert Young initiate new 
and more detailed projects dedicated to examining multi-level governance in provinces and 
municipalities across Canada (Horak & Young, 2012; Young & Leuprecht, 2004). Christopher 
Leo in particular, who was also a contributor to one of Young’s initiatives (Leo, August, Pyl & 
Rogers, 2012), originated the idea of ‘deep federalism’ (Leo, 2006) to take account of how 
MLG may be applied to cities and municipalities. This was defined by Leo & Enns as: “…the 
formulation and implementation of national policies in a manner sufficiently flexible and 
responsive to take full account of the very important differences among communities” (Leo 
& Enns, 2009). The approach took on some of the normative connotations of contemporary 
MLG debates in European studies at the same moment and partially mirrored Hooghe & 
Marks concerns over the effects of community and identity on the shape of MLG that they 
outlined in their ‘postfunctionalist’ conception of the framework. Up to this point, the 
concept of identity and its relationship to MLG articulation had often been sidelined by MLG 
scholars in Europe in favour of functionality, so this acknowledgement of its significance in a 
context beyond the EU was an important contribution. However, in contrast to Hooghe & 
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Mark’s approach to the influence of identity, deep federalism represented a largely top-
down perspective strongly centred on implementation and based upon ‘what works’ in 
balancing “…the realization of national objectives… [with] the requirements of local 
communities…” (Leo & Enns, 2009). Moreover, it was significant in largely rejecting the 
‘simple dichotomies’ (Leo & August, 2009) and ideological baggage (Leo & August, 2009; Leo 
& Enns, 2009) inherent in Type 1-Type 2 categorisation of MLG, instead choosing to 
emphasise a ‘good governance’ rationale for MLG developments.  
 
This recognition that MLG did not need to hew to typologies to possess utility, in addition to 
the notion that it could exemplify a way of reconciling territorial articulation with local 
functional priorities instead of choosing between them, inspired further studies of cities and 
municipalities from a bottom-up perspective (Horak & Young, R. 2012; Sancton & Young, R. 
2009; Young, J. 2008). While many of these studies continued (as with Leo) to operate under 
the ‘shadow of IGR’, their wider significance lay in their observance of non-state actors 
participating in decision-making and implementation within a federal setting, as well as 
witnessing the increasingly ‘complex files’ (Bradford, 2005) of municipalities. The 
interconnected nature of Canadian cities and the complexity of policy problems they 
encountered complemented existing research in local-level situations elsewhere (Agranoff, 
2014; Bulkeley et al., 2003; Kern & Bulkeley, 2009; Zapata-Barrero et al., 2017) that 
illustrated the extent of the applicability of the concept beyond the European Union. In 
addition, although the notion of ‘deep federalism’ did not persist beyond limited 
applications in Canadian MLG studies, its recognition of community identity as a vital 
constituent of governance outcomes became a key feature of the third wave of MLG 
scholarship in Canada. 
 
This purported third wave heralded some of the most innovatory uses of MLG within a 
Canadian setting. Here, scholars have increasingly turned their attention to investigating the 
relevance of MLG to relations with Indigenous Peoples (Alcantara & Morden, 2019; 
Grammond, 2009; Papillon, 2008, 2012; Wilson, Alcantara & Rodon, 2020), who had 
previously been considered largely in intergovernmental terms with respect to the Canadian 
38 
 
federal government15. Papillon notes numerous factors that have driven both the 
development and study of MLG in Indigenous settings (Papillon, 2015). Foremost among 
these is the agency of Indigenous Peoples themselves in campaigning for self-determination 
among their communities that has challenged the legitimacy of the central state. Such 
challenges have led to decentralisation of certain governance responsibilities to Indigenous 
band councils and regional governments as well as court victories enforcing historic treaty 
rights and land claims. This focus on Indigenous agency in governance outcomes remains a 
central theme of this wave of scholarship and continually emphasises the importance of 
community identity in influencing MLG.  However, the actual extent of federal jurisdiction 
with respect to Indigenous policies has historically been unclear, with provinces unwilling to 
test the boundaries. The prevalence of uncertainty in this area has, particularly in recent 
years16, necessitated multilateral processes involving governmental and non-governmental 
representatives to delineate policy responsibilities concerning Indigenous Peoples more 
clearly.  
 
Two scholars influenced by the trends in Indigenous governance and municipal governance 
respectively are Christopher Alcantara and Jen Nelles who, together, have developed a 
particular approach to MLG that eschews systems entirely to focus upon ‘instances’ 
(Alcantara et al., 2016; Alcantara & Nelles, 2014). The authors follow the logic of Leo’s 
grounded deep federalism approach to assert that “the characteristics that distinguish MLG 
are typically contextual and not systemic” (Alcantara & Nelles, 2014) and make the 
important distinction between IGR and MLG. They note that the differences “…lie in the 
scope of actors, the power relations between them, and decision-making processes” and 
suggest that “…while governments in federal systems can certainly engage in MLG… not all 
policy making between levels within the system can be characterized as such.” 
 
Alcantara & Nelles’ approach is refined in collaboration with Broschek to suggest that MLG 
is rooted in instances of multilevel politics that are defined as: “…variants of regularly 
recurring or more sporadic processes of interaction between and among territorially defined 
 
15 Quoting Papillon (2015) in Papillon & Juneau: “Under section 91(24) of the Constitution Act, 1867, the federal 
government has exclusive responsibility for ‘Indians and the Lands reserved for the Indians’”. 
16 See the Kelowna Accord; see Larocque & Noel (2015) and Alcantara & Spicer (2016). 
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governmental and, sometimes, non-governmental actors. More specifically, instances should 
be thought of as episodes or moments of interaction, rather than formal rules or large-scale 
mechanisms that are at the core of a polity’s overarching political and legal architecture” 
(Alcantara et al., 2016). From this they summarise that “MLG, therefore, is not a theory, but 
an inductively generated, descriptive concept. Moreover, it is analytically anchored at the 
meso-level (e.g. actors embedded within institutionalized settings) rather than at the level of 
entire systems (e.g. unitary, federal and confederal).” (Alcantara et al., 2016) Their method 
of discerning between IGR and MLG instances is outlined in Table 2.2 below: 
 
 
Tab. 2.1. Instances of multi-level governance and intergovernmental relations 
 
 Multi-level Governance Intergovernmental 
Relations 
Actors  Involves at least one governmental actor 
and one or more non-governmental 
actors 
Involves governmental 
actors as the primary 
decision-makers 
Scales At least one actor is embedded at a 
different political/territorial scale from 
the other actor(s) 
Actors can be from the 






More inclusive process: governmental and 
non-governmental actors are co-
producers of collective goods 
More exclusive process: 
the state (governmental 
actors only) produces 
collective goods. Non-
government actors may be 
involved, but are limited to 
providing input (e.g. 
consultants) rather than 
co-production 
Source: Alcantara, Broschek & Nelles, 2016 
 
The dispensing of the systems approach to MLG grounds the concept firmly in the 
policymaking, rather than the state transformation, domain. Papillon notes that it “…clearly 
distinguishes MLG as a process from its institutional settings…” (Papillon, 2015) but allows 
for the continued acknowledgment of the significance of institutions in influencing MLG 
processes (and vice versa). Papillon goes on to offer the compromise (in anticipation of 
Tortola’s contribution in a European context) that the structural implications of MLG can be 




2.6. Converging Trends? 
Research on MLG in both European and Canadian contexts thus appear to be converging on 
similar conclusions. There is a growing recognition among authors in both spheres that, in 
order to better operationalise MLG, it must be effectively broken down into its constituent 
parts of actor relations; actor-institutional relations; and the consequences of these 
relations. From the beginning, MLG has aimed to capture differing but interconnected 
trends at multiple scales, which have then been thrown together in a catch-all framework. 
Some have therefore concluded that MLG may be more properly considered as a framework 
for understanding multi-level policymaking which, although it may entail implications for the 
broader architecture of the state, is nonetheless analytically distinct from these 
implications. The instances approach latterly described appears to be especially well-suited 
to clearly distinguishing MLG from rival frameworks such as IGR and focusing upon actor 
relations and the interconnections that are arguably the defining feature of the concept. 
 
Importantly, the instances approach provides the most appropriate method for connecting 
to the epistemic communities framework, which supplements a key reason why MLG has 
been selected for application in this study. The relationship between MLG and problem-
solving has long been considered one of the primary causal logics for MLG (Hooghe & 
Marks, 2004; Hooghe & Marks, 2003; Marks, 1993; Scharpf, 1997). The instances approach 
buttresses this logic by implicitly assuming that solving problems optimally is the key factor 
in producing collaborative decision-making among actors (Alcantara et al., 2016). Recent 
institutional perspectives in Europe similarly examine how problems shape MLG 
arrangements for policymaking and policy dynamics (Irepoglu Carreras, 2019; Maggetti & 
Trein, 2019; Thomann et al., 2019).  
 
Nevertheless, the instances approach is also rooted in a theoretical context that emphasises 
the significance of the interaction between community identity and problem-solving on the 
nature and shape of collaborative policymaking arrangements, which clearly converges on 
the postfunctionalist MLG propositions of Hooghe & Marks (2009). Its actor-centred 
approach therefore neatly permits the examination of the effects of epistemic community 
activities and values as generated in institutional settings under conditions of contentious or 
uncontentious politics (Pellizzoni, 2011).  
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This apparent inextricable linkage between MLG and problem-solving, in addition to the 
continuing recognition of the role of community identity, therefore represents an 
opportunity to understand the extent and nature of the role of epistemic communities 
within multi-level policymaking more profoundly than if using other modes of governance as 
a basis. Epistemic communities, as will be seen in the next section of this chapter, are also 
closely connected with problem-solving particularly17 (although the impact of community 
identity on their activities and beliefs has been under-studied). It follows that if problems 
are central to shaping MLG arrangements, then those with an interest in solving problems 
and who are included within coordinating arrangements will possess an opportunity to 
shape those arrangements, or at least how subsequent problems are managed. This is 
where this chapter now turns its focus fully on epistemic communities to understand how 
they might achieve influence in such situations. 
 
2.7. Epistemic Communities Considered 
As noted in the introduction to this chapter, epistemic communities (epicoms) are an actor-
centred framework for understanding the role of individuals in possession of expertise 
within public policymaking, which were first introduced to political science in the 
international relations field. 
 
Peter Haas sketched an outline that has uniformly remained the favoured definition by most 
succeeding authors, although it has not been without contestation (Cross, 2013; Marier, 
2008), due to occasional perceptions of the unnecessary restriction of the concept. Haas 
defined epicoms as: “a network of professionals with recognized expertise and competence 
in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge within that 
domain or issue-area” (Haas, 1992). Haas then set out four criteria that he considered 






17 Although it is rarely conceptualised in these terms within the field. 
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1. Shared set of normative and principled beliefs 
2. Shared causal beliefs 
3. Shared notions of validity 
4. Common policy enterprise 
 
The first criterion indicates the rationale for epicom members becoming involved in the 
policy process and is perhaps the principal element that sets members apart from the rest 
of their professional colleagues. Although some have attempted to stress the value-
neutrality of experts (Lackey, 2007), most authors have considered that knowledge is 
socially constructed and therefore intrinsically imbued with normative and value 
assumptions, which has led some to speculate on epicom norm diffusion (Cross, 2018; 
Finnemore & Sikkink, 2001; Mabon et al., 2019). The implications for this remain unclear 
however. Little empirical work has been done in this area18 and there remains a lack of 
critical reflection on the dynamics underlying norm and value diffusion and the extent to 
which it may be considered an inevitable consequence of epicom policy influence.  
 
This is also the case for the closely-related notion of identity. Principled and/or normative 
beliefs represent the values that epistemic community members hold that are relevant to 
the policy area they wish to influence. These values are refined and refracted through the 
prism of identity that, at times, may be policy-relevant itself e.g. gender, language, 
nationality etc. Despite this, the effect of identity upon epistemic communities engaging in 
the policy process has been significantly neglected, especially when compared with the 
recognition of identity in the multi-level governance literature. This situation is reflected in 
other, similar concepts, such as those of advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1988; Weible et al., 
2009), instrument constituencies (Béland et al., 2018; Zito, 2018) and communities of 
practice (CoP) (Adler, 2008; Amin & Roberts, 2008). While identity is recognised in the latter, 
it is mostly in the context of the “mutually defining identities” (Wenger, 1998) that 
constitute CoP, as “membership in communities of practice also constitutes identity ‘through 
the forms of competence it entails’” (Wenger, 1998). Although important to recognise, this 
 
18 Cross and, to a lesser extent, Haas excepted. 
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tells us little about the extent to which other forms of identity shape the beliefs and 
enterprises of community members, whether CoP or epicoms. 
 
However, while epicoms and other similar actors participating in the policy process share 
some deficiencies in their theorisation, the second criterion that Haas set out to discern 
epicom members may be considered the most significant in delineating epicoms from their 
cousin frameworks (Béland et al., 2018; Cross, 2018; Haas, 1992). The policy-relevant 
knowledge of epicoms, from which their causal beliefs are derived, permits their 
participation and provides their source of influence. While scholars have had little to say on 
the subject, there appears to be an assumption that epicom members would be expected to 
act in accordance with their causal beliefs when participating in the policymaking process 
(Mabon et al., 2019), as this would be consistent with what would be expected in their 
professional setting. Haas effectively supports this perspective when stating that “if 
confronted with anomalies that undermined their causal beliefs, [epicoms] would withdraw 
from the policy debate, unlike interest groups” (Haas, 1992). It is this willingness to reassess 
their causal beliefs and cease all or part of their policy enterprise, however temporarily, in 
the face of new or reinterpreted knowledge that differentiates epicoms from other 
frameworks most clearly. This is because, unlike other groups, epicoms derive their 
legitimacy in the policy process from the authority of their causal beliefs – derived from 
societally-certified methods of knowledge generation and interpretation. If and when these 
beliefs are sufficiently challenged, epicom legitimacy is compromised, which significantly 
undermines their ability to further influence the policy process until challenges are resolved. 
 
Nevertheless, among the conclusions of Verdun’s study of the effect of the Delors 
Committee on the creation of the European Monetary Union (EMU), the author suggests 
that epicoms interpret their knowledge in such a manner that it supports their policy goal 
(Verdun, 1999). If this is the case more widely, then it challenges the distinctiveness of 
epicoms compared to other forms of interest representation, yet the findings have not been 
replicated elsewhere. It remains possible that either the committee was misidentified as an 
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epicom19 or that causal and principled beliefs are intertwined more deeply as some have 
suggested (Meyer et al, 2010; Nelson & Vucetich, 2009). 
 
The third criterion relates to the shared professional contexts of epicom members. They are 
understood to utilise their analytical training developed within their profession to identify 
and explain factors responsible for policy-relevant problems based upon what Haas 
describes as: “internally defined criteria for weighing and validating knowledge in the 
domain of their expertise” (Haas, 1992). These shared methods and notions of validity serve 
to underpin their causal beliefs and, therefore, their legitimacy within the policy process. 
Commitment to this criterion may also be considered crucial to their willingness to reassess 
causal beliefs when confronted with anomalies. 
 
The final feature of Haas’ criteria recognises that, as epicom members possess value-driven 
reasons for engaging with the policy process (Lackey, 2007; Nelson & Vucetich, 2009) and 
clear notions of factors contributing to policy problems, they also possess a shared 
conviction in applying their expertise and professionally generated knowledge to their 
resolution. Cross, in her partial review of the epistemic communities literature, summed up 
Haas’s view that: “their reliance on expert knowledge, which they validate within their 
group, is what differentiates them from other actors that seek to influence policy” (Cross, 
2013). 
 
2.8. Constituting Epistemic Communities 
 
2.8.1. Membership 
Haas’s studies, as well as many of the earliest contributions to the literature, focused upon 
scientists and individuals with expertise in domains relevant primarily to international 
relations (Adler, 1992; Gough & Shackley, 2001; Haas, 1989; Peterson, 1992; Sebenius, 
1992). Some authors (Béland et al., 2018; Mabon et al., 2019; Morisse-Schilbach, 2015) have 
continued to understand epicoms in relation to science however, which has unduly stifled 
conceptual development, despite Haas clearly stating that: “…we stress that epistemic 
 
19 A reassessment of the nature of expertise in this and many other epicom studies may be necessary to 
tighten the explanatory nature of the framework - as will be referenced later. 
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communities need not be made up of natural scientists or of professionals applying the same 
methodology that natural scientists do” (Haas, 1992). 
 
Other authors have argued both for the consideration of the inclusion and exclusion of 
certain types of actor within epistemic communities. Mukherjee & Howlett for example, in 
their attempt to refine conceptions of Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Framework (MSF)20, 
endeavoured to refine epicoms by separating them more decisively from other related 
concepts. Yet their resultant definition severely limited the concept to “groups of scientists” 
within policy areas “…such as oceans policy and climate change”, despite later confusingly 
adding that public sector officials and government agents could also be included (Mukherjee 
& Howlett, 2015). 
 
Far more productive for the literature were interventions from Cross (2013) and Marier 
(2008). Cross argued that “diplomats, judges, defence experts, high-ranking military officials, 
bankers, and international lawyers, among others, all have just as much of a claim to 
authoritative knowledge as scientists” and that these categories would meet Haas’s four 
criteria for membership of an epicom (Cross, 2013).  
 
Marier similarly contends, based on his study of Swedish pension reforms in the 1990s, that 
politicians who have served on specific policy committees for a long period of time and built 
up significant knowledge and experience of this policy area may become part of an epicom. 
However, Marier’s work failed to adequately prove the existence of shared causal beliefs 
among the politicians on the committee, while also admitting that policy problems and 
solutions were framed by policy entrepreneurs21 (civil servants in this case). The former 
point highlights the occasional methodological inconsistency within the literature that, 
when combined with uncertain conceptions of expertise, produce ‘false positives’.  
 
Yet Haas did not delimit the boundaries for whom one could consider professionals and how 
one should define expertise. The lack of precision here has led to some scholars determining 
expertise by whether it meets the criteria for an epistemic community – thereby inverting 
 
20 Specifically, the “Problem” Stream – Kingdon (2011). 
21 A role that is more often associated with epicoms. 
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the logical sequence (Faleg, 2012; Meijerink, 2005; Youde, 2005). Others have founded 
expertise in notions of academic qualifications (Mabon et al., 2019), organisational position 
(Galbreath & McEvoy, 2013) and subject specialism (Van Waarden & Drahos, 2002), which 
have led to inconsistencies in how and in what ways the concept should be applied. More 
seriously, inconsistency in expert definition has received little critical reflection within 
epicom literature22, which has allowed the concept to stretch to encompass almost any 
specialist policy community that happen to share certain characteristics.  
 
Redefining the issue as a twofold problem may be useful here. The first element of the 
problem of conceptual stretching is that the ‘expert’ label has often been applied only to 
professional groups within the natural sciences as noted earlier. Given that socially certified 
expertise is widely acknowledged to exist beyond this artificial boundary, political scientists 
have understandably wished to broaden the applicability of the framework to other 
professions, which has led to many useful expansions to new policy areas and new actor 
communities (as will be seen shortly). However, herein lies the crux of the first problem, 
which is the focus upon ‘professions’. Haas’ original definition of epistemic communities 
may have unintentionally emphasised the ‘network of professionals’ element above the 
more significant element of ‘…with recognized expertise’ (Haas, 1992). Haas even appears to 
attempt to soften this emphasis later in the same paper by cautioning that the epistemic 
community actors need not be constituted “…of professionals applying the same 
methodology that natural scientists do” (Haas, 1992)23. While the term ‘professionals’ 
remains, the implicit point here is that it need not be a limiting factor, so long as the 
communities of actors under consideration possess recognised expertise. Expertise, after all, 
is what really sets these actors apart.  
 
However, subsequent epistemic community studies that have stretched the concept have 
often done so by focusing on communities of professionals, rather than communities of 
experts. A perception has, therefore, developed that those communities under investigation 
were almost indistinguishable from the related concept of ‘communities of practice’. These 
latter entities are defined variously as: “…people who are informally as well as contextually 
 
22 Wright (1997) & Dunlop (2014) excepted. 
23 Emphasis added. 
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bound by a shared interest in learning and applying a common practice” (Snyder, 1997) and 
“…a system of relationships between people, activities, and the world; developing with time, 
and in relation to other tangential and overlapping communities of practice” (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). Importantly, in neither of these definitions is the notion of ‘expertise’ 
present, which is acknowledged by Adler: “Communities of practice are not necessarily 
about good or bad practices, but rather about what people happen to practice, for better or 
worse” (Adler, 2008). Communities of practice, then, do not imply expertise – their 
analytical domain is in the practices themselves - whether they happen to be practiced by 
experts or not. This is the crucial difference between the two concepts (though other 
differences are present) and why removing the condition of ‘professions’ would not 
necessarily lead to the boundaries between them becoming indistinguishable. A renewed 
focus on expertise, in place of professions, within the epistemic communities framework 
would serve primarily to highlight that facet of the concept that makes it unique from others 
within this analytical space and reduce occasions of conceptual stretching while freeing the 
concept to enter new policy areas and encompass new forms of actors. 
 
The second element of the problem of expertise within epistemic communities is, as has 
been noted, the need to define what is meant by ‘expertise’. Most epistemic community 
studies simply neglect to offer a clear definition of experts or expertise, preferring instead to 
equate it with professions, as explained above. Indeed, many tend to take relational 
approaches to expertise, whereby attributing expertise is “…a matter of experts’ relations 
with others” (Collins & Evans, 2007). This approach, while valid, permits conceptual 
stretching within the epicoms literature by opening the possibility of expertise attribution to 
any group of actors that possess a relatively high level of knowledge resources compared to 
others. This, therefore, tells us more about the effects of knowledge resource imbalances 
upon the policymaking process than it does about the effects of expertise and experts. 
Collins & Evans attempt to resolve this problem by treating expertise as substantive and 
acquired through a process of socialisation in what they have dubbed a ‘realist’ approach 
(Collins & Evans, 2007). The approach to expertise they set out will form the basis of the 
approach utilised within this study and will, therefore, be properly elucidated in the 




Until the challenge of expertise posed here has been resolved, however, it is probable that 
the framework will continue to leave itself open to exaggerated claims of influence (Krebs, 
2001; Toke, 1999; Zito, 2001) and marginal relevance to wider public policy literature.  
 
Despite lack of agreement over the definition of expertise, the concept of epicoms has since 
spread beyond international relations to enter EU studies and domestic public policy, while 
expanding the terms of expertise. Some examples include Verdun’s study of monetary 
policy (Verdun, 1999) and Zito’s on acid rain policy (Zito, 2001) in the EU, with later efforts 
focusing upon in-country cases like central bank policy in the UK (King, 2005), Dutch coastal 
flooding policy (Meijerink, 2005), and South African AIDS policy (Youde, 2005), while 
epicoms have come to include diplomats (Cross, 2007) and even religious scholars (Sandal, 
2011, 2021). 
 
Nevertheless, despite the spread of the concepts to new policy areas and fields of 
knowledge, it is only in recent years that comparative studies have begun to investigate 
epicom dynamics between political systems and in relation to each other24. Youde (2005), 
for example, examined counter epistemic communities by considering their effects on 
policymakers and their decision-making, but it largely neglected discussion of the 
interactions between the epicoms themselves25. Faleg (2012) meanwhile observed three 
epicoms who together introduced a paradigmatic shift in thinking within EU security policy. 
However, the power and resource dynamics between actors within the epicoms discussed 
remained unexplored, while the definition of expertise was equally absent. Löblová has 
successfully shown the value of comparative country studies for the epistemic communities 
framework by researching the factors affecting epicom influence on decision-making in 
cases of epicom success and failure26. Her rigorously methodical approach proposed that 
‘demand’ is a key scope condition for influence beyond uncertainty and complexity. To date, 
 
24 Although see Dudley & Richardson, 1999 and Radaelli, 1995 for competing advocacy coalitions and an 
examination of an epicom and an advocacy coalition in competition respectively. 
25 The study has been little referenced since - perhaps because it appears to have misidentified an advocacy 
coalition as an epicom. 
26 Löblová (2018a) and (2018b). 
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however, there have been few other methodologically strong examples of comparative 
studies that have progressed the literature27.  
 
2.9. Epistemic Communities and the Policy Process 
Epistemic communities are generally assumed to desire the facilitation of policy action, such 
as policy change or modification, by utilising their unique claims to socially certified 
knowledge construction/production in a variety of ways (Dunlop, 2014; Haas, 2015). 
 
2.9.1. Uncertainty 
Among the conditions that are often viewed by scholars as most favourable for epistemic 
community influence is that of uncertainty. Reducing this uncertainty is one method by 
which epicoms may encourage policy action. Uncertainty, as Haas (1992) described in 
paraphrasing Alexander George (1980), is when not enough information is available to 
decision-makers regarding the causes and/or effects of circumstances that impinge upon 
the choices available to those actors and the outcomes of potential courses of action. 
 
Reducing uncertainty is desired by decision-makers because it can help to clarify their 
interests and retain power, avoids some negative policy outcomes, as well as increasing the 
likely efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the policy process. Epicoms can be effective in 
reducing uncertainty through utilising their expertise to illuminate the cause-and-effect 




The formal method that epicoms employ to reduce uncertainty is known as ‘framing’: 
“Framing essentially involves selection and salience. To frame is to select some aspects of a 
perceived reality and make them more salient… in such a way as to promote a particular 
problem definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment 
recommendation for the item described. Frames, then, define problems…” (Entman, 1993).  
 
 
27 Methodological approaches have varied significantly in quality throughout the epicom literature, although 
some more recent examples have demonstrated good practice, such as Salvador & Ramio (2011). 
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The relationship between frames and problems is crucial for enabling epicoms to influence 
the agenda-setting process where “…society act[s] through political and social institutions to 
define the meanings of problems and the range of acceptable solutions” (Birkland, 1997). 
Schattschneider (1975) further argued that “…the definition of political issues and 
alternatives structures the ensuing political conflicts and the choice of conflicts allocates 
power”. For epicoms, then, the task of reducing uncertainty begins by attempting to 
legitimise a particular problem/issue frame that is sufficiently restrictive to structure 
ensuing conflicts over interests and resources on their own terms. But in so doing they will 
be in competition with other actors attempting to achieve the same goals of structuring 
conflict in their interests. Nevertheless, as Stone (1989) has pointed out, “…causal argument 
is at the heart of political problem definition”. Given that epicom access to the policy 
process is afforded on the basis of their causal beliefs, they possess unique opportunities 
among competing frame-generating actors to influence policymakers, especially when 
uncertainty over problems is high. Under these circumstances, the socially-certified 
knowledge that epicoms generate provides them with the legitimacy to become dominant 
actors in the initial framing of problems and identification of interests28. However, the 
disadvantage here for epicoms may be that any problem frames generated will be 
necessarily broader than those generated under scope conditions of technicality, which may 
allow a wider range of potential solutions to be the subject of subsequent policy conflicts. 
 
Yet, as Schattschneider implied and as Dery (2000) makes clear; “to legitimize an issue is not 
the same as to legitimize demands”. In other words, epicoms may possess powerful 
problem framing resources, but they possess few resources that can ensure any proposed 
solutions are enacted and institutionalised29. Ideas or problem frames can “…put blinders on 
people, reducing the number of conceivable options… [and] also by obscuring the other 
tracks from the agent’s view” (Goldstein and Keohane, 1993), but the choices between 
options will ultimately depend upon the range of interests, resources and values at stake. 
Even then, the extent to which problem and solution frames endure “…depends on the 
degree or ‘thickness’ of their institutionalization” (Lenschow & Zito, 1998). 
 
28 As has been witnessed in practice in the current coronavirus pandemic. 
29 Once again, the coronavirus pandemic is an instructive real-world example, as many states operated under 




The thickness of institutionalisation depends, in turn, upon whether and how policymakers 
have ‘learnt’ from epistemic communities. For problem and solution frames to be 
legitimised and embedded, epicoms must generate learning among policymakers, which is 
defined as “…the updating of beliefs based on lived or witnessed experiences, analysis or 
social interaction” (Hall, 1993; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). Learning may also be said to 
“…[evoke] processes whereby policy actors gain a deeper or different understanding of the 
world around them, causing them to alter their causal beliefs and to change their behaviour” 
(Dunlop, James & Radaelli, 2020). Given conditions of uncertainty for example, little 
knowledge is likely to be available to policymakers to enable them to form distinct or solid 
assessments of interests, which means that generators of knowledge such as epicoms 
possess a significant opportunity to alter or update nascent or non-existent causal beliefs of 
policymakers. Dunlop & Radaelli (2013) support this proposition when asserting that “there 
is a consistent body of literature… that points to uncertainty as the main discriminatory 
factor between ‘thick’ and ‘thin’ learning…” Thicker learning is therefore more likely under 
conditions of uncertainty – as is thicker institutionalisation of that learning. The latter, as 
Nowlin (2020) implies, may be achieved during the second phase of the learning process 
where cognitive and behavioural products of learning lead to “…changes in beliefs and… 
shifts of strategies…” This has also been termed ‘double-loop’ learning, whereby “…actors 
inquire and, if need be, modify the norms, policies and objectives of the organisation”30 
(Deverall 2009 via Ladi & Tsarouhas, 2020). 
 
But learning can be generated in many forms. In their elaboration of a framework for policy 
learning, Dunlop & Radaelli (2013) note four ideal types, which include reflexive learning, 
epistemic learning, learning through hierarchy and bargaining. These types are defined by 
two variables relating to the policy setting: uncertainty (or problem tractability) and actor 
certification. The authors suggest that epistemic communities are more likely to generate 
epistemic learning, as opposed to other types, which occurs when there is high uncertainty 
and when actors with high levels of socially certified expertise are present. Epicoms play 
roles such as ‘teacher’ or ‘contributor’ that vary significantly in the extent and depth of 
 
30 As opposed to ‘single-loop’ learning, which “…refers to corrections of divergences and flows in an 
organisation without touching upon its fundamental normative assumptions” (Ladi & Tsarouhas, 2020). 
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learning that they are likely to generate. However, it should be noted that aspects of 
reflexive learning are also potentially consistent with epicom strategies, as the possibility of 
‘framing’ as a learning experience particularly demonstrates. Similarly, the reflexive learning 
experience of ‘experimental’ learning – where tasks are set exogenously but the means and 
content of learning are uninhibited – bears similarities with ideal forms of instances of 




Problem-solving here becomes the key linkage that offers a source of close connection 
between multi-level governance and epistemic communities. Uncertainty has frequently 
been perceived (Alford & Head, 2017; Head, 2019; Weber & Khademian, 2008) as a key 
factor in producing particularly complex problems known as ‘wicked problems’. These have 
been defined as problems that are “…complex, involving multiple possible causes and 
internal dynamics that could not be assumed to be linear, and have very negative 
consequences for society if not addressed properly” (Peters, 2017) and that “…seem [to be] 
incomprehensible and resistant to solution” (Head & Alford, 2015). Alford & Head (2017) 
term them simply as “complex, intractable, open-ended, unpredictable” problems. 
Complexity and uncertainty are, therefore, closely associated in generating public policy 
problems. However, the MLG literature has largely explored only the implications of the 
solution element of complex problems, as opposed to their identification and framing 
elements (in addition to how these problems and solutions are learnt). Yet this crucial next 
step in analysis provides the opening for combining the use of epistemic communities and 
MLG frameworks to further understanding into the development of the latter and extent of 
influence of the former. 
 
As noted earlier, epistemic communities possess the ability to problematise uncertainty 
through the use of framing, which they use to  focus attention on developing and 
implementing a policy solution. By utilising framing, Adler & Haas suggest that epicoms can 
interpret data and information in such a way that “…bound[s] the range of collective 
discourse on policy…” and that “…guide[s] decision makers in the choice of appropriate 
norms and appropriate institutions within which to resolve or manage problems” (Adler & 
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Haas, 1992). Mukherjee & Howlett make a similar point when attempting to situate the 
epistemic communities framework within the broader public policy literature through their 
re-examination of Kingdon’s Multiple Streams Framework (Mukherjee & Howlett, 2015). In 
so doing, the authors suggest that the problem-framing role of epicoms is their most 
important function and occurs at the agenda-setting stage of the policy cycle, which is 
“…crucial in…defining the main direction of the policy process followed thereafter”. By 
controlling the definition of the problem epicoms can potentially control the key central 
stream in the MSF that allows some access to every stage of the policy cycle. Certainly, as 
the authors make clear, in defining the problem epicoms can gain a seat at the policy 
formulation table to begin framing solutions based on continual bounding of possibilities 
with reference to cause-and-effect relationships. 
 
Whereas reducing uncertainty and framing problems are activities usually understood to be 
confined to the agenda-setting stage of the policy cycle, which nevertheless is often 
perceived as the most influential with respect to ultimate policy outcomes, epicoms with 
political goals are likely to wish to seek further involvement in formulating policy. It is at this 
stage where epicoms can fulfil other functions that more proactively influence policy 
outcomes. 
 
One of the key functions of epicoms is their ability to foster policy innovation through policy 
learning (Dunlop, 2009). Adler & Haas define three aspects of policy innovation that include 
the framing of an issue, defining state interests, and setting standards (Adler & Haas, 1992). 
In this case, the act of setting standards via the ‘producer of standards’ learning mode 
(Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013) further limits the spread of potential policies, which may foster 
innovation through necessity. With few policy options remaining that satisfy the standards 
established by epicoms, decision-makers are forced to innovate to supply policy solutions in 
directions at least partially dictated by epicoms themselves. 
 
Marier, in rephrasing the work of Adler & Haas, proposes three other ways in which epicoms 
may promote policy innovation (Marier, 2008). The first of these is through the promotion 
of specific policy solutions based on the understanding of the causes of policy problems and 
research and investigation into the likely resolutions. Cross however observes that this 
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method of policy innovation is more likely to succeed if epicom policy goals concur with 
existing norms and depends upon strong relations with decision-makers (Cross, 2013). 
These strong relations may be encouraged through the institutionalisation of expert advice 
via thick learning, as Börzel & Risse have argued (Börzel & Risse, 2000), and for which Haas 
has proposed (Haas, 1992) is one of the ultimate goals of epicoms. 
 
The second method that Marier proposes is exerting influence on the selection of public 
policies through embedding new ideas within institutions over time (thick 
institutionalisation or double-loop learning) that effectively changes the culture of an 
institution to favour policy innovation (Marier, 2008).  
 
However, what these studies and other epistemic community works appear to share is that 
they fail to build upon some of their implied conclusions, which has led to both a major gap 
in - and major failing of - the literature. Ironically, the epicom literature appears too focused 
upon actor relations and their immediate implications for policymaking, rather than broader 
narratives of governance and institutional change – in some ways the obverse to the issues 
of MLG.  
 
This is where fully reconciling the literatures may help to refocus both in more productive 
directions. Whereas MLG needs to move away from its occasional fixation on state 
transformation, epicom scholars would benefit from broadening their perspectives, which 
would include the consideration of the shaping of governance processes (among other 
issues )31. Some scholars, such as Haas for example, have more recently explored the place 
of epicoms within environmental governance (Haas, 2015a, 2015b), as has Cross (2018), 
while others have examined epicoms within European security governance (Eriksen, 2011; 
Van Waarden & Drahos, 2002) and municipal governance (Dobson, 2019; Mabon et al., 
2019). Yet what they share is a willingness to speculate on the connection between epicoms 
and institutionalised patterns of policymaking and governance but less concern to examine 
the actual mechanics and existence of such a connection. Insights such as Löblová’s on 
 
31 There has also been a distinct lack of concern with assessing the relationship between epicoms and ideas of 
‘good governance’ or between epicoms and the distribution of power and authority across forms of 
governance, for example. 
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demand for policy-relevant knowledge being a key scope condition have been helpful first 
steps (Löblová, 2018a). But for the literature to truly progress and become more central to 
public policy studies they must begin to look beyond the consequences for epicoms and 
examine the consequences for the shape of governance. 
 
This, along with several other areas, is a topic that will be explored in more detail in the final 
section of this chapter that will conclude by binding together the disparate strands of 
research from the preceding array of conceptual frameworks and ideas. 
 
2.10. Connecting the Frameworks 
The examination of the two frameworks of multi-level governance and epistemic 
communities above has highlighted several areas where they potentially intersect and 
mirror one another in their concerns. Both began as actor-centred responses to 
understanding policymaking under conditions of increasing complexity, technicality and 
uncertainty, largely on a transnational scale (i.e. between nation-states internationally as 
with epicoms and between Member States of the EU in the case of MLG). Each subsequently 
were applied to new domestic policymaking settings and a diverse range of policy areas. Yet 
both have suffered from inconsistent usage fostered by a lack of conceptual clarity. MLG 
remains stretched across analysing micro and meso scale policymaking while at the same 
time attempting to explain state transformation at the macro scale. Epicoms however have 
been stuck at the micro and meso scale while stretching beyond the sciences to encompass 
almost any group sharing technical or specialist knowledge without delineating the 
boundaries and/or qualities of expertise. 
 
It is therefore important for both frameworks to consider the potential for full reconciliation 
because their failings may be complemented by each other’s strengths. Epicoms offer the 
opportunity to refocus MLG on actor relations between levels to understand the causes of 
governance change and development and how ideas and problems shape the coordination 
of solutions. MLG promises to broaden the research focus of epicoms from discrete to 




2.10.1. Joint studies 
Few studies that foreground both MLG and epicoms currently exist. The most obvious is 
that of Mavrot & Sager that propose the existence of ‘vertical’ epicoms within an MLG 
setting: Swiss smoking prevention policy (Mavrot & Sager, 2018). They successfully illustrate 
the potential benefits to epicoms of engaging with multi-scalar systems of governance,  
rather than systems of network governance for example, by taking advantage of multiple 
access points and the shadow of hierarchy to foster policy harmonisation across fragmented 
settings. However, the authors fail to prove that the diverse range of actors that constitute 
their epicom are experts, while it is equally unclear that they meet Haas’ criteria as an 
epicom. Additionally, the federalist setting chosen, and relations examined are more 
suggestive of intergovernmental relations than MLG, so while demonstrating the utility of 
combining a research focus it delivers more limited wider applicability. A similar issue can be 
observed in a more recent study from the regional planning literature by Mattiuzzi & 
Chapple that examines the relationship between the formation of epistemic communities 
and regionalist governance within three American states (Mattiuzzi & Chapple, 2020). 
However, once again, their epistemic communities are conceived as incorporating non-
expert actors that stretches the concept beyond meaningful application in political science. 
 
Other studies, such as Van Waarden & Drahos (2002) and Faleg (2012), investigate epicoms 
in an EU multi-level governance setting. Both highlight the extent of influence and access 
points available to epicoms in such settings, as well as their ability to go beyond influencing 
mere policy change, but also to begin to effect institutional change too. Faleg, for example, 
observed three epistemic communities share a wider episteme based upon ‘human security’ 
that produced a paradigm shift in institutional thinking. However, on this occasion, the 
author concluded that “EU bureaucratic politics has overall proceeded to the detriment of 
SSR [security sector reform] policy implementation” (Faleg, 2012). Nevertheless, most 
authors within the epicom literature who venture into the territory of governance do so in 
specific fields, such as marine (Cvitanovic, Hobday, Van Kerkhoff et al., 2015) and 
environmental governance (Cross, 2013; Haas, 2015). Some, such as Haas for example, have 
explored epicoms in global (Haas, 2015) and international (Haas & Haas, 2015) governance 
contexts with the intention of speculating on their potential to provoke policy and 
institutional change via learning. These writings however are mostly speculative and 
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unaccompanied by empirical investigations. None have genuinely approached the topic of 
MLG. 
 
2.10.2. Problem-solving and Learning 
From a specifically MLG perspective, epicoms are largely reduced to passing references 
(when mentioned at all) relating to policy change, problem-solving (Maggetti & Trein, 2019; 
Scharpf, 1997; Zito, 2018) and learning (Zito & Schout, 2009), as the MLG literature views 
them as marginal entities. Some have even suggested that policymakers “…typically work as 
epistemic communities…” (Maggetti & Trein, 2019) within Type 2 MLG arrangements – a 
proposal that needlessly muddies the conceptual waters. Yet it is in these concepts that we 
find the potentially crucial linkages that offer a window into connecting these frameworks. 
 
MLG has been closely linked with the notion of problem-solving throughout much of its 
conceptual history and before32. Its primary authors, Hooghe & Marks, have long suggested 
that MLG emerges where territorial articulation no longer matches functional necessity 
(Hooghe & Marks, 2004). Their conception of Type 2 MLG systems are designed for the 
purpose of processing problems in ‘task-specific’ jurisdictions. Kohler-Koch & Rittberger  
assert that in the European Union MLG system “…effective and efficient problem-solving 
beyond the nation-state through EU-wide rules is a well-documented empirical fact” and 
that “…institutional fragmentation, fluidity and the absence of clear-cut hierarchies – are 
conditions conducive for problem-solving” (Kohler-Koch & Rittberger, 2006). Horak, in 
summarising the findings of several research investigations into MLG in municipal Canada, 
claimed that policy problems in the form of ‘complex files’ (Bradford, 2005) “…spur 
specifically multilevel action because they call for policy responses that are tailored to local 
conditions” (Horak, 2012). Problem-solving has even recently been the subject of a 
symposium that aimed to analyse it in different MLG contexts with reference to the 
European Union (Trein et al., 2019). Within this symposium, Maggetti & Trein postulated 
that MLG arrangements themselves could generate problems through second-order effects 
in Type 1 and Type 2 styles, through which other MLG arrangements would evolve to solve 
them in a continuous evolutionary process.  
 
32 As the brief discussion of wicked problems demonstrated earlier via the comments of Ritter & Webber. 
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The consistent emphasis on the importance of problem-solving has led to some authors to 
explore the dynamics of solving problems. MLG and learning have been connected within 
the literature for some time (Conzelmann, 1998; Benz, 2000), but recent efforts have seen 
learning directly and specifically linked with the problem-solving nature of MLG. Zito, for 
example, has proposed that “the core explanatory variable that underpins the MLG problem-
solving mode is learning” (Zito, 2015). In doing so, he suggests that “…social learning is vital 
in the first instance to frame the policy problem and to orientate actors into both the 
resources that they have available and the resources existing in other actors” (Zito, 2015). 
Notably, a further proposition in Zito’s work is that “a collective entrepreneurial effort, 
which is more likely to involve some public institution or organisation… will be required to 
ensure learning and co-ordination around a set of objectives/outcomes”33 (Zito, 2015). 
Gonzales-Iwanciw, Dewulf & Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen echo Zito by acknowledging that “social 
learning is also perceived as a factor of environmental governance, in particular the 
governance of wicked problems” (Gonzales-Iwanciw, Dewulf & Karlsson-Vinkhuyzen, 2019). 
To resolve policy problems, learning has been attributed as primary generator of 
administrative capacity (Ongaro, 2015; Painter & Pierre, 2005), which in itself has been 
considered a driver of MLG via subnational authority mobilisation (Milio, 2010; Peters & 
Pierre, 2004). Learning then, is seen by some as a key element in MLG problem-solving, but 
those who generate learning are rarely highlighted to complete the chain. 
 
2.10.3. Bringing Epistemic Communities Back In to MLG 
Therefore, it is at this juncture that this thesis suggests that epistemic communities need to 
be brought back in to the MLG literature, as their utilisation within this setting can 
potentially tell us more about the dynamics of problem-solving and of MLG arrangements 
more generally. Epistemic communities are widely recognised as being one of the most 
important groups of actors with the ability to generate learning in a policymaking setting 
(Dunlop, 2009; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013; Haas, 2004). Their ability to frame policy problems 
to promote learning, as Zito alludes to above, is one of their most powerful resources for 
influencing policy change. Béland, Howlett & Mukherjee, as well as Zito, see epicoms as the 
key players in the problem stream of policymaking in contrast to instrument constituencies 
 




and advocacy coalitions in the policy and political streams respectively (Béland, Howlett, 
Mukherjee, 2018; Zito, 2018). Yet, although a contested view, there are suggestions that 
epicoms can project their influence beyond the definition of problems to policy selection 
and policy monitoring and evaluation too. Epicoms, then, may be well-placed to operate 
within the dynamics of continuous negotiation and processes that characterise MLG 
policymaking. 
 
Further reinforcing the idea that epicoms may be the vital link that joins actors to learning, 
problem-solving and MLG is that the latter concept has often been associated with 
situations of complexity and uncertainty, which offer epicoms their best opportunities for 
influence as noted earlier. Indeed, the raison d’être for MLG policymaking has been stated 
as the necessity of utilising a diverse range of resources to counter complex and wicked 
problems, as they generate uncertainties for policymakers due to their interconnected and 
opaque causes and effects. The process of resolving such problems may require innovative 
policy solutions, in addition to the internalisation of externalities to enhance policy 
management and coordination, which requires both networked actors to handle the load 
and a central authority to coordinate and potentially ‘metagovern’. Multi-level governance 
is therefore the logical method of policymaking that embodies these features34.  
 
This sets up the possibility that epicoms could play a role in the continuation and evolution 
of MLG arrangements by virtue of their key position at the nexus of uncertainty, framing, 
learning, and problem-solving. In possessing the ability to foster policy innovation35, 
epicoms may be responsible for shaping coordinating mechanisms in certain circumstances, 
which may play a role in how MLG evolves and/or spreads. Ritter & Webber were clear in 
their original formulation of wicked problems that any ‘solutions’ are likely to produce path 
dependent consequences that change the conditions irrevocably (analogous to thick 
institutionalisation or double-loop learning) (Rittel & Webber, 1973).  
 
 
34 Albeit, as also discussed earlier, wicked problems especially are not in the habit of being resolved. 




It also affords epicoms the opportunity to play a more active and ongoing role in their own 
institutionalisation. Methods of policymaking such as MLG provide both more opportunities 
for moments of participation in public policy to non-state actors like epicoms and more 
opportunities for regular participation in public policy. The significance of the latter is that in 
MLG policymaking negotiation is often described as a continuous process as actors become 
more or less powerful depending on the stage of the policy cycle and their access to 
resources. There is, then, potential here for epicoms (in possession of valuable expertise 
and knowledge resources) to be of continual importance and have continued access to 
‘learners’ (policymakers) given that complex policy problems beget complex policy problems 
and have also been associated with continuous processing. Thus it is possible to envisage 
MLG processes as being more conducive to the institutionalisation of epicoms who make 
influential or valued contributions in generating framing and learning. That is, codified and 
formal systems of governance may offer fewer opportunities for privileged epicoms to 
become institutionalised because of the higher transaction costs in establishing their 
positions within an institution, albeit the latter would offer greater potential for longer-term 
institutionalisation once inducted. In turn, it is equally the case that epicoms could foster 
more extensive institutionalisation of MLG processes, especially when these processes 
privilege their continued participation. This would establish epicoms as gatekeepers and/or 
enablers36 with a form of veto power over the participation of other actors (or at least in 
controlling the extent to which other actors have the freedom to frame and engage in the 
‘teaching’ of learners) and, potentially, over the ideas and options considered. This might 
have the effect of resolving problems or even contributing to their growth and 
multiplication. 
 
Finally it needs to be noted that the concept of identity, which Hooghe & Marks have 
asserted is vital for the understanding of jurisdictional architecture (Hooghe & Marks, 2001, 
2009), is also relevant here as a site of connection between the epicom and MLG literatures. 
Identity may structure how jurisdictions are distributed, but it may also act as a mediating 
factor in problem identification and resolution, as it speaks to the values that are intrinsic to 
wicked problems (Head, 2008; McConnell, 2018; Ritter & Webber, 1973). Wicked problems 
 
36 Although other actors could also achieve such positions within the same processes. 
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are such because they inhabit the realm of contentious politics where epistemic 
communities must engage in value-based discourses in addition to evidence-based 
discourses. They are societal problems that encompass the full range of interests and values 
that society possesses (Peters, 2017; Rittel & Webber, 1973). Attempts to define and resolve 
them involve making judgements about the values that are important as much as about the 
significance of causes and effects alone.  
 
This then represents a further important contribution of this work to the study of epicoms 
and MLG. If MLG policymaking arrangements can be mediated by identity, which affects the 
status and positions of the actors involved, it might also mediate epicom relationships with 
each other, as well as with other actors across multiple levels. While values have been 
recognised as intrinsic to epicom influence, in addition to their expertise (Adler & Haas, 
1992; Haas, 1992, 2015), the consequences of this have never been clear for policymaking, 
with few studies devoted to its examination. But discerning the factors that influence 
problem construction or definition is vitally important for understanding how they relate to 
MLG because of their ability to establish path dependencies and for their capacity to 
produce new problems. The role of epicoms and their values in this process might be crucial 
in unlocking this puzzle and providing new insights that can help us to understand why MLG 
evolves in certain ways when coordinating certain problems. Identity, therefore, is an 
important part of this investigation that could produce genuinely unique contributions to 
the literature when considered as a linking factor, alongside problem-solving, for epicoms 
and MLG.  
 
This thesis is particularly concerned with tying up these threads and understanding the 
extent to which we may be able to envisage epicoms at the centre of MLG policymaking. 
Considering the discussions above, especially those concerning the institutionalisation of 
epicoms, the instances approach to MLG will be employed during this research. Utilising this 
approach will allow a closer examination of actor interactions as the linkages that hold MLG 
together and discern the relationships between epicoms and between epicoms and 
policymakers. Similarly, the instances approach may also allow a stronger focus on learning 
and problem-solving dynamics, plus the ability to examine processes of institutionalisation 
within broader systems of governance. For while epicoms have been suggested as a 
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potential driver of governance change previously, empirical studies investigating such 
possibilities have been few, with none specifically concerned with understanding this 
relationship with respect to MLG. It is therefore hoped that this thesis will be able to build 
upon the latest research within these literatures on linking up learning and problem-solving 













































The research questions for this thesis explore the relationship between epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance arrangements for policymaking within the context 
of the contentious politics of linguistic cultural identity. Québec and Wales exemplify close 
relationships with this concept and offer ‘most likely’ cases to observe its potential 
mediation. Cultural heritage also offers a most likely policy case to study the effects of 
language as an identity construct in practice and as a field with potential to initiate 
contentious politics37. 
 
The focus upon epicoms in each question imply that the epistemic communities 
methodology, as set out by Haas (1992) and applied by others (Löblová, 2018a; Salvador & 
Ramio, 2011; Sandal, 2011), is most appropriate to structure this investigation and its 
approach to data collection. It represents a sharply actor-centred framework that combines 
well with the emphasis upon ‘instances’ of multi-level decision-making and policymaking. 
 
The epicom methodology offers five steps that will also be used to inform the layout of the 
chapter (Haas, 1992): 
 
1. Identify community membership 
2. Determine the community members' principled and causal beliefs 
3. Trace their activities and demonstrate their influence on decision makers at various 
points in time 
4. Identify alternative credible outcomes that were foreclosed as a result of their 
influence 
5. Explore alternative explanations for the actions of decision makers 
 
 
37 As has been the case following a global movement to decolonise public spaces that has significantly 
expanded since 2015 in the UK, Canada and elsewhere (Stiem, 2018). 
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The first step will include an original contribution to the literature by clarifying the definition 
of expertise – which should be the basis for membership and yet has rarely been elucidated 
explicitly. A preliminary review of sources from the case areas will determine potential 
candidates using these criteria.  
 
Determining beliefs evidently favours the use of qualitative interviews. Data will, thus, be 
generated through 24 semi-structured elite and expert interviews with epicom members 
and other significant actors. Supporting data will also be generated using primary and 
secondary sources such as committee transcripts, policy papers and reports, as well as 
journal and newspaper articles etc. 
 
Finally, the methodological steps three to five will be completed by analysing the data 
generated using an explanation building method inspired by process tracing, which will 
provide a flexible approach that foregrounds actor-centred perspectives and founds 
theorisation firmly within empirical evidence. 
 
3.2. Case Area Selection 
Epistemic communities and multi-level governance operate within complex spaces of multi-
scalar actor interactions and diverse experiences. Problem-solving in these spaces generates 
multitudinous ideas and solutions that shape and are shaped in turn by these interactions. 
Case studies, defined by Gerring as “…an intensive study of a single unit with an aim to 
generalize across a larger set of units” (Gerring, 2004), serve as useful canvases for exploring 
inferences of causality in such situations. They have been employed in this study because 
they provide the opportunity to utilise methods (such as semi-structured interviews, for 
example) that generate extensive qualitative data concerning actor beliefs, motivations and 
goals, which are required for the ‘intensive study’ and answering of the research questions 
outlined in the Introductory chapter. They are also a recognised and commonly used 
approach in both epicoms and MLG literatures that have yielded important contributions 
(Curry, 2015; Haas, 1989; Löblová 2018a; Ongaro, 2015). The case areas chosen for this 
study were the subnational territorial units of Québec and Wales with a specific focus upon 
major recent cultural heritage legislation passed within these jurisdictions. The following 
subsections outline why these selections were determined. 
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3.2.1. ‘Most Likely’ Cases Approach 
The research questions for this thesis entail several exploratory propositions. In particular, 
they seek to understand the extent to which relationships exist between epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance arrangements, as well as the extent to which this 
might be mediated by identity in its linguistic cultural form. Epistemic communities and 
instances of multi-level governance have been observed in various jurisdictions over the 
previous thirty years and offer a surfeit of possible cases and case selection strategies from 
which to choose. However, in order to study the potential effects of linguistic cultural 
identity, the field of applicable cases became narrower because the number of multilingual 
states where linguistic identity is recognised as significant is appreciably less. Similarly, as 
contentious politics was required to provide a potentially catalysing context for epicoms 
engaging in value-based discourses, the range of possible policy areas was equally narrowed 
(which, in turn, further narrowed the territorial jurisdictions under consideration). Finally, a 
practical consideration in the choice of case selection strategies was the nature of the 
languages that formed the basis of linguistic cultural identity, as limited time and resources 
necessitated minimal language-learning. 
 
Taken together, these considerations reduced the field of possible cases substantially, which 
left more limited opportunities to consider common case selection strategies such as ‘most 
similar’ cases. Therefore, due to the possibility that the posited relationships and effects set 
out in the research questions may be small or difficult to observe in some situations, it was 
decided that a ‘most likely’ cases approach represented the most effective strategy to 
generate clear effects and answers (Eckstein, 1975).  
 
3.2.2. Case Selection and Generalisability 
Selecting the ‘most likely’ cases strategy possessed both advantages and disadvantages for 
the generalisability of this study. As implied above, case studies require appropriately 
chosen cases to illustrate the relevant dimensions of the research, while they can also be 
crucial for establishing the extent and form of generalisability that contributes insights to 
the wider literature (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Generalisation has been defined as “…a logical 
argument for extending one’s claims beyond the data…” (Steinberg, 2015) that contributes 
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to case studies being able to “…usually perform a double function; they are studies (of the 
unit itself) as well as case studies (of a broader class of units)” (Gerring, 2004).  
 
The primary advantage of the ‘most likely’ cases approach was that it enhanced the ability 
of this study to demonstrate the extent of any associations or relationships that may exist 
from the research questions. ‘Most likely’ cases offer ideal conditions for observing what 
may be subtle effects and influences that may be obscured by other factors in the standard 
or non-ideal conditions that are likely to characterise most possible cases. This strategy is 
also not unfamiliar to the epicoms and MLG literatures because it has been both explicitly 
and implicitly utilised (Fairbrass & Jordan, 2004; Irepoglu-Carreras, 2019; Zito, 2001) 
previously. It is, therefore, a strategy that fits well with established research practices in the 
field(s).  
 
However, in selecting this strategy, the potential generalisability of these cases was reduced 
because they illustrate ‘ideal types’ that do not necessarily represent the broader range of 
cases that were possible to select. The highly specific considerations applied to the linguistic 
cultural identity element of the research in particular meant that only a very small range of 
cases fit the necessary criteria. This restricts the potential for contributions that can be 
directly applied to other cases across the literature and, therefore, limits the overall utility 
of the second research question in explaining potential examples of expert groups engaging 
in values-based discourses under certain circumstances. 
 
Nevertheless, as the primary contributor to the ‘most likely’ cases approach was the 
linguistic cultural identity dimension and its association with contentious politics (i.e. issues 
concerning the second research question), the subject of the first research question still 
represents a site of potential generalisability. Both the United Kingdom case (Wales) and the 
Canadian case (Québec) have been treated as typical or standard examples of jurisdictions 
in possession of instances of multi-level governance within the MLG literature previously 
(Bherer & Hamel, 2012; Entwistle et al., 2014; Grammond, 2009; Royles & Lewis, 2019). 
And, although the cases here are subnational units, the actor-centred focus upon instances 
of MLG rather than systems offers greater applicability across national and even local 
territorial units because it reduces the significance of system-level factors (i.e. federal versus 
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unitary states). Similarly, neither case has been exemplified as ideal for studying epistemic 
communities, so there is little reason to suspect that any broader theoretical conclusions 
generated from the first research question will not be potentially generalisable to some 
degree to other cases of a similar nature. Indeed, even in the second research question, 
conclusions concerning the basic influence of identity concerns on expert actors within 
circumstances of contentious politics may be more widely generalisable even if the specific 
case of linguistic cultural identity is more relevant to a much smaller range of cases. 
 
Therefore, both research questions and both cases selected achieve a reasonable balance 
overall between the necessity of explaining specific circumstances, influences and outcomes 
within cases, as well as offering broader contributions to multiple literatures that can be 
applied across a wide range of potential cases. This is supplemented by the very fact of 
utilising comparative cases within the study, as opposed to focusing only on a single unit, as 
the addition of a second case enables the analysis of factors common to both. This may 
buttress the generalisability of some elements of each research question by highlighting 
shared explanations for effects and relationships. 
 
3.2.3. Case Selection and Research Themes 
The use of a ‘most likely’ cases approach meant that any territorial jurisdiction selected as a 
case should, ideally, have already been documented within the literature as possessing 
instances of MLG and epistemic communities. Similarly, there would ideally have been 
documented observations of linguistic cultural identity manifested among certain societal 
groups, as well as its presence within episodes of contentious politics. Finally, the stipulation 
of minimal language-learning necessitated the inclusion of territorial jurisdictions where the 
English language was present, if not in the majority. 
 
The latter point clearly limited the choice of cases to just a few national territorial 
jurisdictions. Some possibilities were discounted early, such as the United States and New 
Zealand, as the former did not possess clear manifestations of contested politics centred 
around linguistic cultural identity and the latter presented significant challenges in 
discerning linguistic cultural identity from other forms of cultural identity. This left two clear 
68 
 
national jurisdictions as potential case sites that meet most of the criteria established 
above: those of the United Kingdom (UK) and Canada. 
 
In both jurisdictions there are many well-documented cases of instances of multi-level 
governance (Bache et al., 2015; Eckersley, 2015; Horak & Young, 2012; Papillon, 2015). 
Indeed, as was shown in the previous chapter, Canada particularly has become a site of 
innovation in the theoretical progression and application of MLG. The UK has also been the 
subject of several epistemic communities studies that have clearly documented their 
presence and influence in different policymaking areas (Balch, 2009; King, 2005). While 
Canada has been peculiarly absent as a subject within much of the epistemic communities 
literature, several authors have noted or implied their presence in different policy areas, 
such as forest policy (Kamieniecki, 2000). Many other authors have also demonstrated 
Canada to be a pluralistic society with strong representation and influence from a range of 
interest groups and advocacy coalitions (Goldstein, 1979; Litfin, 2000; Saint-Pierre, 2003), 
which indicates that epistemic communities should be both present and possess the 
potential for policymaking influence. 
 
However, in terms of linguistic cultural identity, the most contentious politics surrounding 
this issue occur at the subnational level in both territories. Canada officially became a 
bilingual nation in 1969 following the passage of the Official Languages Act (Martel, 2019) 
and, although national-level issues that concern linguistic cultural identity arise from time to 
time (Esman, 1982, Martel, 2019), provincial demographics and powers in the areas of 
language and culture tend to be more conducive to contentious politics. In particular, 
provinces such as Québec that host a majority of French speakers derive their sense of 
‘national’ identity directly from their linguistic cultural identity, in contrast to other 
provinces that contain English language majorities. As Kymlicka has noted, for example; “In 
some cases, as in Québec, language is the central marker of an individual’s national 
identity…” (Kymlicka, 2007). This has resulted in continuing efforts to strengthen the 
position of the French language with respect to the English language that have generated 
several episodes of contentious politics along the linguistic cultural identity dimension in the 




In the UK, all constituent nations and several distinctive regions of the state possess 
minority languages that form integral aspects of linguistic cultural identity for their 
respective peoples and regions, such as Cornish, Irish Gaelic and Scottish Gaelic. However, 
knowledge and use of these languages are confined to a small number, with associated 
minimal levels of contentious politics38. It is in Wales, however, where we find a much larger 
proportion of minority language speakers and higher levels of contentious politics 
associated with the linguistic cultural identity dimension. Although Welsh is spoken fluently 
by only 19% of the population (StatsWales, 2012), it possesses the status of an official 
language along with English, unlike in its Canadian counterpart where French is the only 
official language of Québec. The strong presence and promotion of the Welsh language by 
successive Welsh Governments has been closely linked to its status as a truly “Welsh” 
vestige of identity by several authors (Barakos, 2016; Kaufmann, 2012; Llewellyn, 2018; 
Williams, 1971). Indeed, as Llewellyn asserts: “There is no doubt that, as a general rule, the 
Welsh language plays an important part in the sense of identity of the Welsh people, 
whether or not they speak the language…” (Llewellyn, 2018).  
 
3.2.4. Case Selection and Political Context 
The selection of Québec and Wales, then, fitted well with the objectives of the ‘most likely’ 
cases approach. However, it is also worth noting here that they possess both similarities and 
dissimilarities in their respective political contexts that contribute to their ‘most likely’ case 
statuses, as well as both enhancing and reducing the generalisability of any research 
conclusions. 
 
Firstly, Québec forms one of 10 provinces in a federal Canada and possesses a wide range of 
legislative and policy responsibilities, most of which have been set out by the Constitution 
Act 1982. These responsibilities include education, health and natural resources, while the 
federal government maintain responsibility for matters such as defence, economic 
development and interprovincial infrastructure. The province has also taken advantage of 
several opportunities to ‘opt-out’ of broader Canadian federal initiatives in favour of 
developing its own, such as with pension plans, income tax and immigration quotas 
 
38 Although see Meredith, 2021 and Dunlevy & O’Mainnin, 2017 concerning the recent contentious politics 
around linguistic cultural identity in Northern Ireland. 
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(Ouimet, 2014). Due to the federal nature of Canada, the relationship between the central 
Canadian state and the Québec provincial state has long been characterised by multi-level 
policymaking, yet punctuated by occasional conflict over territorial administration (Cameron 
& Simeon, 2002). 
 
Québec, as the only majority French-speaking province, has often felt the politics of 
difference and identity more keenly than other areas of Canada (with the important 
exception of Indigenous Peoples and their lands). This has been particularly the case since 
the Quiet Revolution of the 1960s, when a progressive nationalist agenda emerged from a 
previously conservative province, catalysing the issue of linguistic cultural identity and laying 
the foundations for an extended pursuit of self-rule over shared rule (Pinard, 1992).  
 
Electoral politics has since been structured along the territorial cleavage at both national 
and subnational levels with the Parti Québecois (PQ) at the subnational level, and (later) the 
Bloc Québecois at the national level, as the sovereigntist parties campaigning for 
independence from Canada (Changfoot & Cullen, 2012). On the ‘unionist’ side at the 
subnational level has been the Parti Libéral du Québec (PLQ), who have focused upon 
attaining enhanced self-rule, while the Conservative Party and Liberal Party at the national 
level have concentrated upon shared rule for the most part (Basta, 2018; Cameron & 
Simeon, 2002). This has largely been maintained through fiscal federalism policies such as 
shared cost programs and, later, direct transfers contingent upon meeting policy objectives 
and/or national standards. More recently, following the second referendum on Québec 
independence in 1995, fiscal rebalancing by the federal government has led to effective 
deficits at provincial and municipal levels that have reduced government spending at these 
levels (Keating & Laforest, 2018). This, as well as changes to PQ voter demographics, have 
begun to alter electoral competition dynamics towards a more conventional left-right 
cleavage with other parties, such as the rightist Coalition Avenir du Québec (CAQ) and leftist 
Québec Solidaire, gaining ground (particularly since 2007) (Changfoot & Cullen, 2012). 
 
Linguistic cultural identity has been the subject of major policy initiatives from both the PQ 
and PLQ since the Quiet Revolution, with both parties aiming to claim legitimate 
representation of the Québecois people in opposition to the central Canadian government. 
71 
 
For example, the PLQ passed the Official Language Act 1974 to make French the only official 
language of the province in response to the aforementioned national act making Canada 
officially bilingual, while the PQ passed the Charter of the French Language in 1977 that 
extended the requirement to use French only in advertising and education (Guibernau, 
2006). Numerous efforts were also made by both parties at reforming cultural and heritage 
policies, often inspired by pre-existing policies in France, which had been another common 
feature of Québec policymaking for a much longer period of time (Beauregard, 2018; 
Handler, 1988).  
 
The exclusive promotion of the French language effectively ensured that policymaking and 
associated discourse between and within societal interests, experts and other actors would 
develop in a somewhat separate fashion to the rest of Canada, as English language-only 
actors and groups would be less likely to wield policy influence. This was further entrenched 
as electoral considerations prompted the PQ, and to a lesser extent the PLQ, to look to the 
international scale for policy inspiration and standards. Such ventures were designed to 
invite comparisons with ‘other’ nation-states and to present Québec as one among them – 
both to indicate what the province could achieve with independence (in the case of the PQ) 
or without independence (in the case of the PLQ) as the case may be (Bélanger et al., 2018). 
This further encouraged distinctive discourses and established important roles for expert 
actors and interest groups in provincial government policymaking in both setting and 
implementing international standards. 
 
Finally, the advent of neoliberalism in the 1980s and 1990s was a significant factor in the 
development of instances of multi-level governance in Québec39, which forced spending 
cuts and an acceptance of the role of private actors in governance. This permitted the 
decentralisation of the formerly heavily centralised state and the devolution of some 
policymaking and governance responsibilities to municipal governments. New governance 
agencies were created, such as the agency later named SODEC (Société de développement 
des entreprises culturelles) for example (SODEC, 2021), while opportunities for 
 
39 Particularly following the fiscal downloading of the federal government in the late 1990s. 
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collaboration and consultation with a much wider range of societal actors within 
policymaking grew.  
 
The political context in Wales was somewhat different. Until devolution in 1999, Wales did 
not possess its own legislative body or government, instead possessing only the Welsh 
Office (since 1965) and Members of Parliament (MPs) to represent its interests in the UK 
Government and Westminster Parliament. For much of that time, the Labour Party and the 
Conservative Party won the majority of electoral constituencies in Wales, with competition 
structured along the left-right dimension. The Labour Party has won a plurality of votes and 
seats in every election in Wales, whether General or Devolved, since the First World War 
and continues to be the dominant party (Bradbury, 2018). 
 
However, from the 1960s onwards there has been renewed competition from the Liberal 
Democrats and the independence-minded Plaid Cymru, the latter of which have encouraged 
a territorial dimension to electoral politics in Wales and highlighted the resonance of 
linguistic cultural identity. This was particularly the case after the flooding of the primarily 
Welsh-speaking village of Tryweryn to provide drinking water for the English city of 
Liverpool in 1965 that resulted in an increase in the membership of Plaid and a first electoral 
victory in 1966 (Atkins, 2018). Similarly, contentious campaigns for further Welsh language 
education and broadcasting on radio and television during the 1970s were backed by Plaid, 
which catalysed linguistic cultural identity as a key factor in many aspects of Welsh politics 
(Atkins, 2018). 
 
Following the creation of the National Assembly for Wales (and latterly the Senedd - or 
Welsh Parliament), the territorial dimension of electoral competition has grown, with 
successive Labour-led Welsh Governments seeking further powers and autonomy from the 
UK Government and Plaid becoming a third electoral force in both Westminster and 
Assembly elections (Bradbury, 2021). Episodes of contentious politics with a linguistic 
cultural identity component have continued, however, with the later passage of the Welsh 




The establishment of the Assembly also extended the trend for the development of 
instances of multi-level governance in Wales. Due to UK membership of the European Union 
(EU), many EU programmes were already being delivered in Wales through partnerships 
between supranational, national and local actors, in addition to private actors and 
organisations (McAllister, 2000; Royles, 2006). The establishment of the Welsh Government 
added a new layer of governance and public agencies and went further in developing a 
reputation for more open and easily accessible government that provided numerous 
opportunities for interests and expertise to access the policymaking process. However, 
unlike in Québec where a distinctive set of expertise, interests and discourse developed, 
Welsh interests and expertise remain closely connected to those of England. While 
organised interests in the UK have steadily formed distinctively Welsh branches since 
devolution, there remain many that have not, while those organised interests that were 
formed in Wales and maintain a distinctive Welsh identity often do not have the resources 
to compete for influence effectively with their UK counterparts. 
 
Together, Wales and Québec exist within a political context whereby instances of multi-level 
governance are now common, while possessing episodes of contentious politics related to 
linguistic cultural identity in policy areas such as education, language and culture. Although 
they possess different political systems, in the form of devolved unitary and federal 
arrangements respectively, their institutional contexts both remain open to expertise and 
other interests and, as small territories demographically, are significantly more accessible to 
most actors wishing to influence the policymaking process. In addition, both cases have 
inculcated environments hospitable to epicoms particularly, including numerous sites of 
networking and engagement such as research institutions, non-governmental bodies, and 
universities. Although both areas have rarely been subjects of epicom research themselves, 
each has established an openness to expertise observed in the formation of expert bodies 
and advisory groups, which also fits well with the ‘most likely’ case approach in providing 
opportunities to observe influence. 
 
There are significant differences between the two of course. Québec’s territorial position 
within the union is significantly more autonomous and its policymaking capacity is 
substantially larger in drawing upon a population more than twice the size of Wales and 
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with significantly greater sources of funding. The longstanding existence of its Assembly and 
its majority of speakers who possess a different linguistic cultural identity to those of the 
rest of Canada are also major factors to consider. The obvious expectation for the research 
questions is that Québec will experience a more pronounced influence (if it exists) from 
linguistic cultural identity in the discourse of its expert actors. With a comparatively smaller 
presence for a Welsh linguistic cultural identity in Wales, any effect there is likely to be 
smaller if observed at all, particularly because expert actors in Wales are more likely to be 
working through the English language. Nevertheless, these potential differences are likely to 
enrich the empirical evidence collected and analysed, as they may extend any generalisable 
conclusions to a wider range of jurisdictions that possess different configurations of actors 
with different levels of linguistic cultural identity in different contexts. 
 
It is worth noting, however, that a precedent already exists for comparisons between the UK 
and Canada generally, as well as Québec and Wales specifically. Many authors have already 
utilised the UK and Canada within comparative case studies of MLG (Curry, 2015; Keating, 
1996; Keating & Laforest, 2018). The two case areas, therefore, appear to be very well-
suited to comparison in an investigation such as this one. 
 
3.3. Policy Area Selection 
The ‘most likely’ cases approach to selecting case areas has also been used in the selection 
of cultural heritage policy as a focus for interests along the linguistic cultural identity 
dimension. With language policy already having been a focus of study generally between 
the two cases, cultural heritage offers a unique lens in both MLG and epicom literatures for 
investigating policymaking influence, which is keenly associated with this identity construct. 
In Québec, for example, “…an approach focusing on the national identity of Quebeckers40 
came to characterize cultural policy…” (Gattinger & Saint-Pierre, 2010) in the 1970s that 
continued to be closely bound with language into the 1990s41 and beyond42. West & Ansell 
(2010), meanwhile, have suggested that in Wales “…Welsh identity linked to ideas about the 
ancient Welsh language and an agrarian past”. Others (Pritchard & Morgan, 1998, for 
 
40 Centred around a common language. 
41 With La politique culturelle (1992). 
42 With examples such as the Arpin Report (2000). 
75 
 
example) have also noted that the language and the cultural heritage that embodies Wales’ 
past are deeply entwined in present-day identity representations. 
 
Beyond linguistic cultural identity, the combined requirements of the research questions 
inspired the formation of several criteria for policy area selection, which cultural heritage 
policy satisfied equally well. These criteria are set out on the next page in Table 3.1. 
 
3.3.1. Structural Criteria 
Governments in both territories hold primary responsibility for legislating in the cultural 
heritage field and have well-developed systems for its conservation and promotion. Québec 
derives its competency in this field from the Constitution Act 1867 and Constitution Act 
1982 and Wales from the Government of Wales Act (GoWA) 200643. Among other powers, 
each territory maintains the ability to designate and classify heritage sites; to control 
development associated with them; and to form conservation plans for their management. 
This similarity of scope provides an excellent basis for comparison. 
 
Following the ‘most likely’ cases approach each area should supply numerous channels of 
engagement with policymakers for epicoms to exploit. Both Québec and Wales hold regular 
consultations and inquires through their respective legislative bodies via committees and by 
their governments when establishing new policy in the sector. Epicoms can contribute 
through the provision of oral and/or written evidence or through formal and informal 
meetings conducted as part of consultation processes. 
 
Each government also possesses significant internal expertise within their respective 
ministries that manage cultural heritage policy while providing other opportunities for 
institutionalised expertise to engage with epicoms and policymakers through a variety of 
governmental and non-governmental bodies44. 
 
43 With primary legislative powers coming into force following a referendum in 2011 provided for by the GoWA 
2006. 
44 Such as the Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec (CPCQ), Wales Historic Environment Group (HEG), and 




Criteria Examples Québec Wales 











Diverse sources of 
expertise 
Powers derived from Constitution: 
• Cultural heritage on provincial lands 
• Classification and designation of any cultural 
heritage not owned by Federal Government 
or Indigenous Peoples 
• Conservation and development control 
 




Archaeology, architecture, conservation, folk 
customs, Indigenous, museology, etc. 
Devolved powers derived from GoWA: 
• Historic environment management 
• Classification and designation of 
archaeological, built, and natural heritage 







Archaeology, architecture, conservation, folk customs, 
historic parks and gardens, etc.  






International (ICOMOS, UNESCO), National 
(Canadian Federal Govt), Provincial (Québec), 
Municipal (agglomerations, municipalities etc.) 
 
Archaeology, Built Heritage, Conservation Planning, 
Museums etc. 
International (UNESCO), National (UK Govt), 
Subnational (Wales), Regional (WATs), Local 
(county/city councils) 
 
Archaeology, Conservation Planning, Historic Asset 









Individual/community ascriptions of value 
Extensive public engagement/participation 
 
Academic: low 




Multi-scalar problems potentially encompassing: 
• Archaeological, historical, cultural, 
environmental, social issues etc. 
Individual/community ascriptions of value 
Extensive public engagement/participation 
 
Academic: low 




Multi-scalar problems potentially encompassing: 
• Archaeological, historical, cultural, 




Finally, diverse sources of expertise are required by the ‘most likely’ cases approach, as 
there will be more opportunities for expertise to develop in areas associated with linguistic 
cultural identity and more opportunities to enter the policymaking process in different 
forms. Cultural heritage policy in both case areas includes many potential sources of 
expertise that align with this approach, such as museums, place names and Indigenous 
groups. The relationships these groups of expertise possess with linguistic cultural identity 
and cultural heritage are complex yet significant. 
 
3.2.2. Relational Criteria 
The research questions evidently require cases founded upon numerous instances of multi-
level policymaking as the ‘most likely’ cases approach sets out. Québec and Wales operate 
within political systems that possess institutionalised multi-level governance arrangements 
for policymaking across multiple instances that are exemplified by cultural heritage policy.  
 
Each case area possesses local and municipal governance levels with responsibility for 
managing local development that includes built and natural heritage as well as cultural 
landscapes and townscapes. Similarly, the central governments of both territories 
coordinate input and activities concerning the World Heritage Sites that they each possess, 
the conservation and management of which are in turn monitored and evaluated at the 
international level by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) World Heritage Committee. Central governments associated with each case area 
also manage (via ownership), or offer funding to, cultural heritage artefacts and sites within 
the case areas concerned that further complicates relationships.  
 
Beyond formal institutions of government there is also a complex network of organisations 
who actively participate in the wider governance of cultural heritage policy in each case. 
These include statutory governmental and non-governmental bodies, registered charities, 
and peak associations who contribute to policy development, implementation, or the 
monitoring and regulation of practices. These organisations in turn act as key networking 
venues or nexus points for a range of actor types to engage in the policymaking process 





Again, in line with the ‘most likely’ cases approach, multiple epicoms that engage and build 
relationships with policymakers and institutions offer wider opportunities for the mediation 
of linguistic cultural identity and test the epicom methodology. Multiple epicoms have often 
been assumed to exist but the study of their relations is scant empirically despite 
recommendations in favour of this endeavour. In any case, the cultural heritage field offers 
examples of multiple epicoms in both territories, including common epicoms in 
conservation planning, museums, and archaeology. A multitude of conferences and 
institutional settings allow significant opportunities for interaction and networking both 
within and between epicoms and the nature of the common cultural heritage element of 
their epistemes offers opportunities for intersection at times. 
 
3.2.3. Policy Criteria 
The use of the actor-centred approaches of epicoms and instances of MLG required a policy 
area in possession of a strongly actor-centred element. This would also be crucial in 
establishing a context for contentious politics and values-based discourses by epicoms to 
emerge to fit with the ‘most likely’ cases approach. Cultural heritage policies in the case 
areas concern ascriptions of value to objects, practices and sites by individuals and 
communities, which may be based upon highly individual interests, preferences and values. 
Both case areas prioritise public engagement as a key aspect of their cultural heritage 
management and promotion policies that also necessitates actor-centred strategies from 
governments and epicoms. The policy area, therefore, provides substantial opportunities to 
focus upon actor interests, relations and values to highlight the linguistic cultural identity 
dimension and align with the epicom methodology.  
 
Salience here refers to three facets: academic, political, and temporal. Academically, this 
thesis can contribute more fully to the epicom and MLG fields by selecting a novel policy 
field little researched within the literature, such as cultural heritage. Some advocacy 
coalitions works (Saint-Pierre, 2004) engage with the subject in political science, while some 
do so using the epicom framework in other domains, such as the legal field (Antons, 2015) 
or the heritage field (Di Giovine, 2015) itself. The latter studies hold little relevance beyond 
their distinctive fields though. Most of the few studies that address MLG and cultural 




as planning or environmental management (Parra, 2010). Demonstrating the relevance of 
this field and the possibility for forming generalisable propositions from empirical study that 
can be utilised in other contexts is intended to be a useful contribution of this investigation. 
 
Politically, high potential salience under certain conditions is preferred, particularly in 
association with linguistic cultural identity. High political salience would be more likely able 
to generate contentious politics and, therefore, establish the conditions for epistemic 
communities to engage in values-based discourses so that any effects of the mediation of 
linguistic cultural identity can be observed. Cultural heritage, while often of low salience in 
comparison to some policy areas in the territories concerned (such as healthcare), 
nevertheless offers the potential to become high salience when intersecting with identity 
issues that correspond to language and national identity. This was indeed the case under 
the overlapping periods of time selected for the two case studies and was an important 
factor in their selection as ‘most likely’ cases.  
 
Temporally, saliency had to be high, as the case study approach requires abundant sources 
of information and interviews45 to successfully map conditions, events, and relationships. 
This necessitates a focus upon more recent policy processes. Cultural heritage policies in 
both Québec and Wales have, however, been recently updated over the last 10 years in the 
form of major legislation that replaced pre-existing laws that had been in place for several 
decades. This provides an excellent foundation from which to access a variety of sources 
and is not too distant in the past for interviews to have become more unreliable. 
 
Finally, the concern with problem-solving as a key nexus point between epicoms and MLG 
within the research questions requires a focus upon a complex and technical policy area, 
which cultural heritage policy again satisfies as a ‘most likely’ case. Comparative complexity 
and technicality of policy areas have been considered key scope conditions for epicom 
influence for example (Cross, 2013; Haas, 1992).  
 
 




Some cultural heritage policy problems in both case areas may be multi-scalar and require 
engagement horizontally and vertically across governance levels. Issues that intersect with 
individual and community notions of value imply significant cultural, political, and social 
problem elements that cannot easily be reconciled or ‘resolved’ and often lead to new 
problems. Common examples from Québec and Wales include the management of cultural 
landscapes across territorial boundaries and scales and the choice of which objects, 
practices, and sites to protect and how they should be managed. This complexity has often 
been closely related to technicality in the case areas concerned because cultural heritage 
designation, for example, can require statements of significance incorporating detailed 
archaeological, architectural, historical, and social research etc. to establish importance. The 
frequency with which such complex and technical issues relate to cultural heritage is a 
major factor in its appropriateness and applicability as a policy area for this methodology.  
 
The following sections of the chapter will now turn explicitly to exploring the epicom 
methodology that aims to structure the data collection and analysis of this investigation. 
 
3.4. Identify Community Membership 
 
3.4.1. Defining Expertise 
As the Literature Review demonstrates, the most significant issue preventing conceptual 
advancement in the epicom literature is the twofold problem of the confusion of ‘expertise’ 
with ‘professions’ and the absence of a definition of expertise, which has resulted in 
inappropriate and misleading studies. Yet, as epicoms have been defined as communities of 
experts from the beginning (Haas, 1989; Haas, 1992; Adler & Haas, 1992), a definition must 
be necessary to sufficiently prove identification and reduce confusion.  
 
This thesis makes an original contribution to the epicom literature by proposing to introduce 
a definition inspired by the sociology of knowledge (SoK) and science and technology studies 
literatures (STS). Collins & Evans have modelled expertise via a “periodic table” (Collins & 
Evans, 2007), later updated (Collins & Evans, 2015; Collins, Evans & Weinel, 2016), which 
establishes distinctions between ubiquitous and specialist expertises among others (see 




Tab. 3.2. Periodic table of expertises 
 
 
Source: Collins & Evans (2007) 
 
The categories relevant for this inquiry are the forms of expertises that require specialist 
tacit knowledge: those of contributory and interactional expertise46. These are the 
categories that most closely approximate what Haas (1992) described as “…recognized 
expertise and competence in a particular domain…” that is in the possession of networks of 
professionals47. Contributory expertise is proposed as representing the mastery of both the 
language and practice of a domain of knowledge. Interactional expertise refers only to the 
mastery of the language of such a domain i.e. achieving a full understanding of that domain 
or ‘form-of-life’ and its practices without engaging in those practices oneself. They are 
recognised by the authors as corresponding to the ‘highest’ forms of specialist expertise 
attainable. Expertise is theorised as being ‘achieved’ through the five-stage model where 
stage five equates to the achievement of expertise that is described as the recognition of 
 
46 It should be clarified here that ‘interactional expertise’ is the term that will be used in place of what Collins & 
Evans later term special interactional expertise. This is a subset of interactional expertise that distinguishes it 
from ubiquitous interactional expertise: expertise in the practice language of large groups such as being a man 
or a woman. 
47 It is also worth noting that the concept of epistemic communities itself originated from the sociology of 
knowledge literature. Using the conceptualisation of expertise supplied by Collins & Evans, therefore, is highly 




“…complete contexts…” and that “…performance is related to them in a fluid way using cues 
that it is impossible to articulate and that if articulated would usually not correspond, or 
might even contradict, the rules explained to novices” (Collins & Evans, 2007). Expertise here 
is something firmly situated within experience but, crucially, makes no judgements about 
the length of time or type of training/education required for its achievement.  
 
This latter point is important because it loosens Haas’ definition of epicoms in the process. 
By requiring only credentials, experience and track record, this definition of expertise need 
not only be applied to ‘professionals’. The likelihood is, of course, that most individuals in 
possession of expertise will be professionals in a given knowledge domain. However, it is 
argued here that limiting expertise to professions has unduly limited the applicability of the 
epicoms concept, by tending towards scientific and/or academic fields. Yet, particularly in 
relation to this study, expertise in this new conceptualisation may be possessed by those 
engaging within a practice or form-of-life that they have become immersed in. Examples 
include cultural heritage practices, such as the performing arts, folk crafts, or religious 
rituals, which may or may not be ‘professionalised’. In this way, expertise also becomes a 
significantly more democratised and inclusive concept, enabling groups such as Indigenous 
Peoples to be considered as in possession of expertise of their own languages and practices. 
 
In loosening the definition of expertise here, and particularly in utilising the discourse of 
‘practices’, there is the risk of moving the epistemic communities framework too closely to 
the communities of practice concept. However, it could equally be argued that the present 
situation of emphasising the importance of professions and professionals achieves the same 
result, whereby the extent to which professionals actually possess expertise is disregarded 
in favour of the nature of their practices (i.e. sciences, academia etc.) As arguments in the 
Literature Review chapter make clear, the communities of practice concept is rooted in its 
focus upon practices - however they are conducted or performed - whereas epistemic 
communities require the mastery of language and/or practice. The quality of performance is 
the crucial element – assessed by reference to credentials, experience and track records of 





In this way, epistemic communities are concerned with the nature of individuals, each one 
contributing something unique and valuable to a group in a form of ‘bottom-up’ 
coalescence and emergence. Communities of practice, meanwhile, place an emphasis on 
collectives and groups that are “…contextually bound…” (Snyder, 1997) and formed from 
‘top-down’ processes driven by the implementation of practices themselves (Bremberg et 
al., 2018). There is less analytical interest in or relevance for the individual actors and their 
relations but, rather, a primary focus on the form and function of the practice.  
 
This is where the definition of expertise by Collins and Evans is particularly relevant for 
epistemic communities and supports their distinction from communities of practice. By 
separating language from practice, expertise may be attained by individuals in a form-of-life 
that permits them to join an epistemic community, whether they engage in the practices of 
that community or not. Therefore, shared expertise in a form-of-life is based upon a way of 
thinking about that form-of-life, rather than a way of doing that form-of-life. The focus 
returns to the shared ‘episteme’, or system of understanding, which in terms of epistemic 
communities relates to their shared understanding of the world through shared knowledge 
and beliefs. In communities of practice, language and practice are perceived as inseparable, 
while participants share a way of doing things rather than thinking about things. 
Communities of practice share knowledge of practice – but, importantly, they do not share 
beliefs or understandings of the world. 
 
Returning to the periodic table of expertises outlined earlier, Collins & Evans definition of 
expertise also fits well with the public perception of experts and expertise, who may often 
be perceived to be engaging in policymaking as being both ‘specialist’ in their subject and in 
possession of ‘higher’ forms of knowledge. The next highest form of specialist expertise in 
the table is that of primary source knowledge but, as Collins & Evans suggest, being fluent in 
the primary literature of the domain does not enable one to develop an understanding of its 
context or significance.  
 
The ultimate benefit of Collins & Evans’ framework for expertise is that it both enables and 
constrains conceptualisations of ‘who qualifies’ as an epicom member at the same time. 




demonstrate a specialist tacit knowledge48 would exclude certain categories of actor from 
epistemic communities on practical grounds. Actors such as politicians, for example, may be 
prevented due to time commitments from becoming ‘encultured’ in another field of 
knowledge49. According to formulations of expertise within Collins & Evans, a politician in 
such a position may be considered to possess specialist knowledge, perhaps in the form of 
popular understanding or primary source knowledge. They may also possess some form of 
‘meta-expertise’ such as local discrimination or technical connoisseurship. The key point 
here is that possession of some form of expertise is not necessarily qualification for 
membership of an epistemic community. It is the possession of specialist tacit knowledge50 
in the form of contributory or interactional expertise that is of chief importance and value. 
 
Another interpretation of this conceptualisation of expertise within epistemic communities 
though is that, in principal, it need not exclude any policy area or field of knowledge from 
consideration. In this sense, it should be seen as enabling because it allows researchers the 
freedom to widen the scope of application of epicoms without reference to the scientific 
method, for example.  
 
3.4.2. Delineating Epistemic Communities 
Operationalising this conceptualisation was initially achieved through a preliminary review 
of the case areas. Purposive sampling based upon credentials, experience, and track 
records, as well as prominence within the policy area, aimed to identify a range of possible 
candidates. These were then assessed for their demonstration of specialist tacit knowledge 




48 Whether that be mastery of merely the language of a field or both the language and practices of a field. 
49 Nevertheless, some politicians may be considered to possess contributory and interactional expertise in 
politics, for example. Alternatively, those who attained specialist tacit knowledge in a career prior to becoming 
politicians may continue to be considered as possessing contributory and/or interactional expertise depending 
upon how closely they associated with their former field of expertise as a politician. 
50 However, not all individuals who possess specialist tacit knowledge – in whatever form – are necessarily 
members of an epistemic community. They must also possess a willingness to engage in the public policy 




Once expertise within knowledge domains had been determined, these domains and the 
personal and professional connections between ‘experts’ were used to identify 
‘communities’ that corresponded to distinct epicoms, while recognising the potential for 
boundaries to be difficult to circumscribe precisely51. For this reason, the investigation was 
restricted to ‘core’ members52 only, wherever possible. The core members of the epistemic 
communities identified in this study, and referred to during the text of the empirical and 
analytical chapters, are described within the introductions to the cases in the empirical 
chapters and mapped within documents in Appendix 2 of the thesis. 
 
Lastly, the above delineation of epicoms was checked for accuracy and updated following 
the second step of the methodology, which incorporated the use of interview data and 
further primary and secondary sources to (re-)establish their foundations.  
 
3.5. Determine Causal and Principled Beliefs 
 
3.5.1. Interviewing 
Determining beliefs, interests, and preferences of epicom members (and policymakers) 
necessitated the use of qualitative interviewing for generating personal knowledge and 
perspectives. The need to allow participants the freedom to speak about subjects they 
deem important, in addition to the desire to generate information about specific subjects 
related to the case and policy areas, meant that semi-structured interviews were the most 
appropriate form for this study. Their flexibility, ease of incorporation of new themes, as 
well as ability to be subtly directed were major advantages in approaching complex topics 
with unclear boundaries such as linguistic cultural identity.   
 
Interviews have been of the ‘elite’ and ‘expert’ varieties as noted earlier. The latter were 
required to verify epicom membership and locate participants within discrete epicoms by 
distinguishing beliefs and policy enterprises. They have also been valuable in tracing 
activities and exploring the extent of mediation of linguistic cultural identity. Elite interviews 
 
51 Epistemes may intersect at certain points while some members may operate ‘behind the scenes’ or with low 
involvement. 
52 Core members will be those who made discernible contributions to the policymaking process e.g. attended 




have been necessary to examine activities from policymaker and official perspectives and to 
understand how and why choices were made to demonstrate influence and why 
alternatives may or not may not have been considered. The mediation of linguistic cultural 
identity is again relevant here. Although access to individuals is a perennial issue with these 
forms of interviewing, the cultural heritage policy area lacks salience generally compared to 
some other policy areas, which helped to reduce barriers and competition to meet with 
officials. The governments of Québec and Wales have generally been more open to 
enquiries than central governments too. Cultural heritage also incorporates professions and 
roles that prioritise public engagement, such as archaeology and museums, which has 
provided more opportunities for meetings with epicoms. 
 
The identification of specific policies and epicoms necessitated the use of purposive 
sampling initially to ensure representation of key characteristics most relevant to the 
investigation as set out in Table 3.3 on the next page. 
 
The characteristics guided the selection of representative individuals based upon 
preliminary research into the legislative development of the two policies outlined. This 
research first consisted of identifying appropriate starting points for each series of 
legislative processes by tracing sources backwards from the passage of the legislation in 
focus and forwards from pre-existing legislation in those fields. In the case of the Loi sur le 
patrimoine culturel, references were made within witness statements to the Culture and 
Education Committee and in Le livre vert to previous influential policies and debates, such 
as the Arpin Report and La politique culturelle. Consultation and policy documents were, 
therefore, examined from these key events and witness statements and submissions were 
also noted. Academic papers and newspaper reports from these periods were also utilised 
to pinpoint the first logical key event in the cycle that culminated in the legislative outcome 
of interest to the study. The process was similar with the Historic Environment (Wales) Act. 
Beginning with government documents such as the Explanatory Memorandum and 
Statement of Policy Intent, then utilising consultation submissions and committee evidence 
from witnesses, previous key events were identified such as the mooted merger of Cadw 




well as reports from English Heritage and Cadw, then aided in highlighting the beginning of 
the relevant time period under consideration for the Welsh legislation.  
 
Tab. 3.3. Interview participant criteria 
 
Characteristic Operational Examples Actor Examples 
Technical 
Knowledge 
Provisions of : 
• Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011 























• Committee witnesses 





- Interest groups 
Social Relevance • Fulfil epistemic community criteria 






- Interest groups 
Institutionalised 
Authority 
• Individuals/groups with statutory role 










Representation from at least two participants per characteristic per case area was achieved 
from interviews with 24 participants in total. Most were identified using a combination of 
legislative committee witness transcripts, consultation responses, and official (i.e. 
sponsored by governmental or legislative bodies) reports from the time such as the Inquiry 
into the Historic Environment report of the Communities, Equality and Local Government 
Committee and Future of Our Past consultation in Wales or the Arpin Report and Le livre 
vert in Québec. These witness transcripts and consultation responses indicated actors that 




as perceived by their peers, making them likely potential experts and possible epicom 
members. At times, these documents also suggested close relationships between 
organisations and individuals, as in the case of the Welsh Archaeological Trusts or several 
members of the Built Heritage epicom in Québec that possessed connections to the 
Université de Montréal. Official reports were useful for indicating actors who made 
influential statements or provided important evidence to enquiries – particularly in the case 
of Québec where they were a key source in identifying advisory group actors. 
 
Some epicom members were also identified by examining other official sources, such as the 
Cadw list of External Reference Group members provided by officials close to the Historic 
Environment Bill development process, which were then cross-checked with their profiles 
on organisational websites and, in some cases, their CVs on the social networking platform 
LinkedIn. Members with academic records were also confirmed using their academic 
profiles on their university websites and publication records. Occasionally, epicom members 
were recommended by others during interviews or requested to invite other members to 
interviews to give their input, as in the case of the Conservation Planning Epicom members 
from the Isle of Anglesey County Council and of the Conseil du patrimoine de Montréal 
epicom member. Finally, some organisations put forward epicom members to speak with 
during the process of contacting them for further information, as happened in the case of 
Montréal City Council. This was also, to some extent, the case with Welsh Government 
officials who were put in touch with this researcher by a contact elsewhere within the 
Welsh Government. 
 
Those selected were individuals whose role (whether organisational or otherwise) or 
apparent contribution were such that they appeared central to the process and likely to 
satisfy the above criteria. Some individuals satisfied more than one characteristic outlined 
above (particularly in the case of institutionalised epicom actors).  
 
Snowball and convenience sampling strategies, as implied above, were also used to 
supplement the cohort, where some interview participants highlighted individuals of 
interest, as well some being easily accessible due to proximity or availability. Ultimately, ten 




members to legislative development officials (i.e. officials who drafted legislative 
provisions). Private conversations also took place with expert (but non-epicom) individuals 
concerning issues relevant to the legislative processes above that have not been recorded or 
referenced as per the wishes of those individuals53. 
 
It is important to note that eight participants were interviewed for the Québec case and 16 
for the Wales case. Two further interviews had been arranged in the former case, but the 
participants were eventually unable to attend. Three others were willing but time and 
scheduling conflicts prevented their completion. Several other individuals from both case 
areas were contacted but either did not reply or were unable to participate. 
 
The majority of participants were epicom members (17 from 24) with 12 having been 
institutionalised within governmental organisations at some point. Seven participants had 
significant input into legislative provisions while at least 13 were directly involved in their 
implementation (depending upon how implementation is defined). Officials within at least 
two levels of government were interviewed in each case and epicom members interviewed 
were situated within a range of organisations and scales in each case from local, regional, 
subnational to national levels54.  
 
All but one interview was conducted in person (the other via telephone) and all except the 
telephone interview were recorded and transcribed. Most (17) were conducted in offices or 
private spaces while six were conducted in public spaces (two of which were interrupted on 
several occasions). 
 
Interview guides have been developed with highly structured elements pertaining to 
professional history and actions during the policy process. Other sections, such as those 
relating to beliefs, intentions and perceptions were more open to allow participants to 
direct conversations to points of interest to them. Guides included a range of structured 
 
53 These were principally relevant for background knowledge and insight into the individuals and policy issues 
concerned within each case area. 





questions on every topic, however, to guard against reticent participants. Questions were 
reassessed and revised following each interview to ensure clarity and improve upon data 
generation. Interviews varied in timing from 30 minutes to over three hours depending 
upon availability and levels of usefulness for data generation.  
 
Subjects discussed with participants were derived from the characteristics above, namely 
interpretive, process-related, and technical knowledge. All participants were asked to 
discuss subjects related to all these categories in differing quantities. Epicom members and 
other experts were particularly asked questions related to technical knowledge. These 
included issues with their respective cultural heritage sector, aims for legislation, as well as 
the shape and effect of provisions. Institutionalised epicoms (as well as officials and 
policymakers) were also asked process-related questions that concentrated upon legislative 
development activities, the origination of provisions, as well as influences upon their actions 
and thinking. Interpretive knowledge was generated from all participants to gauge 
comparative perceptions of influence and triangulate sources. Several participants were also 
asked direct questions relating to the influence of language and the perceptions of experts 
from different linguistic groups. These questions were intended to support the generation 
of data concerning linguistic cultural identity but, in hindsight, proved of limited use and 
were therefore used only sparingly.  
 
Interview quotations were primarily utilised in the case studies in conjunction with 
quotations from other sources. This method was perceived to best represent an actor-
centred study by foregrounding actor perspectives at the heart of the interpretation of the 
role of epicoms and multi-level governance with respect to each other and to linguistic 
cultural identity. In so doing, it aimed to rectify a disadvantage shared by many studies of 
epicoms and MLG that focus upon actor roles, yet very often do not allow the actors to 
relate their own perspectives in full. 
 
All quotations, and especially those from interviews, were compared with perspectives 
within and between other epicoms or policymakers (depending on which participant was 
interviewed) to assess the extent to which they could be perceived as representative. This 




emphasis afforded to certain points (through linguistic cues, for example, or prioritisation), 
as well as breadth and consistency of repetition across other actors and groups. Sometimes, 
themes may not have been explicit, but rather implicit based upon the tone of reference to 
subjects or the expression of conclusions that were consistent with the possession of a 
particular viewpoint related to a theme. Where such quotations have been used, for 
example in cases where original insights have been proffered, it has been made clear in the 
text. Their use has generally been avoided, however, to ensure maximum clarity of 
assertions and conclusions. 
 
Quotations were applied in two ways within the text. Firstly, interview quotations (and 
others) were useful sources of triangulation55, which confirmed, for example, the timeline of 
events, the nature of interventions by other actors, or the origination of ideas. A selection of 
quotations that acted as proofs were, therefore, included based upon the clarity or detail 
with which they explain these examples. Secondly, interview quotations (and others) were  
used to emphasise and represent arguments and themes made by particular groups of 
actors, such as epicoms or policymakers. Representative samples of quotations were 
selected based on the factors set out above. Where there was disagreement between 
actors, this has been made clear in the text, with the qualification that perfect agreement 
and/or alignment between actors is exceptionally unlikely in most cases.  
 
3.6. Tracing Activities and Demonstrating Influence 
 
3.6.1. Data Analysis 
The epicom methodology calls for ‘judicious’ reference to documentary sources of all types 
from epicom member publications, policy reports, and testimonies (Haas, 1992). These 
sources and others have been used here to support both the identification of epicoms and 
the tracing of their activities. They have also been used to trace the activities and responses 
of policymakers and other interested actors, such as the Historic Place Names advocacy 
coalition, to better understand the actual extent of influence of epicoms and their members 
and how their activities and relationships were perceived. 
 
55 Other sources that confirmed event timelines included government or institutional documents/reports; 
academic analyses (journal articles or other publications); articles or reports produced by organisations with a 




Many documentary sources used for the above tasks have already been noted. In the case 
of Québec, the website of the Assemblée Nationale du Québec offered detailed transcripts 
of committee witness statements and access to most consultation submissions concerning 
legislative and policy developments, which included La politique culturelle and the Loi sur le 
patrimoine culturel. These, as well as documentation available on the Ministère de la 
Culture et des Communications website such as a timeline of cultural heritage interventions 
by the Ministère, the Arpin Report and guidance documents formed the primary 
documentary sources establishing actors, events and influences. These were supplemented 
by organisational policy documents, letters and news items from the websites of interested 
organisations that hosted epicom members, advocacy coalitions members, or with actors 
who were otherwise associated with the policymaking process. Examples of these include 
those obtained from Héritage Montreal, the Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec, and 
the Québec Anglophone Heritage Network. These also primarily served to illuminate actor 
activities, motivations and strategies, while providing corroborating evidence for timeline 
details and background information. Newspaper archives, accessed online via the 
Bibliothèque et Archives nationales du Québec (BAnQ), provided further sources of 
evidence concerning timeline details and actor activities, motivations and strategies. Finally, 
a range of other documents that were produced by; contributed to; or containing 
information about key actors throughout the policymaking process were important to 
illustrate the extent and nature of relationships between actors and to further highlight 
their activities, motivations and relationships. These included published articles (academic 
or otherwise), meeting minutes, and news items or reports concerning conferences, events 
or other functions attended or contributed to by actors of interest to the investigation. 
 
Similar documentary sources were consulted in the case of Wales. The Senedd website, as 
with Québec, hosted the most useful documents in establishing a timeline and situating 
actors, events and influences. Some of the primary documents consulted for this case 
included committee transcripts, consultation submissions and reports, which were 
produced in relation to the Historic Environment (Wales) Act and two associated inquiries 
into Welsh historic environment policy. Further reports into historic environment policy 
options, stakeholder workshops, and updates concerning the activities of the Welsh 




the Cadw website and Welsh Government websites. These were equally important in 
establishing policymaker actor perspectives and tracing and triangulating timeline events. 
Information relating to previous legislation and policy options in UK historic environment 
and heritage legislation were obtained from the UK Government website, English Heritage 
and several academic and expert articles on the subjects. News items, internal (published) 
reports and meeting minutes from public sector, third sector and peak 
associations/umbrella organisations were utilised to confirm epistemic community and 
advocacy coalition beliefs and objectives (as well as additional confirmation on timeline 
events). Some of the organisations involved included the Royal Commission on the Ancient 
and Historical Monuments of Wales, Welsh Archaeological Trusts, regional planning officer 
groups and the Institute of Historic Building Conservation. Many of these same items also 
illustrated further the extent to which certain actors exerted influence during the 
policymaking process and highlighted other actors hitherto unknown as important. 
 
Activities have been described in detail and causal inferences drawn from the diagnostic 
data such as consultation submissions, committee meeting transcripts, and subsequent 
reports. Haas also suggests that the history of relevant epicom disciplines and policy fields 
within cases of interest should be studied too, which in this instance have been used to 
support the temporal presentation and sequencing of cause-and-effect relationships. In 
doing this, some key texts from local, regional, national and international cultural heritage 
organisations have been examined and literature from relevant cultural heritage disciplines 
have also been perused. In the former case, organisations such as the Conseil québécois du 
patrimoine vivant, the National Trust, Historic Environment Scotland, Museums Association, 
ICOMOS and UNESCO were all researched to understand their current and historical 
positions in relation to cultural heritage. Whereas, in the latter case, journals as diverse as 
Antiquity, the International Journal of Cultural Policy, Historic Environment: Policy and 
Practice were consulted – in addition to research outputs from the Canada Research Chairs 
programme concerning heritage and Québec-based universities and research institutes. 
Alternative credible outcomes and explanations of actions were considered based upon 
several factors including, but not limited to: formal policy options considered by 




institutional competences, political acceptability and relationships between political 
groupings etc. 
 
The method of data analysis used to structure the tracing of activities was inspired by 
process tracing approaches commonly utilised in case study research (Beach & Pedersen, 
2013; George & Bennett, 2005). The method may be termed “explanation building” (Yin, 
2018) and consisted of setting out a narrative-style causal sequence of events for each case 
and systematically comparing details of the causal sequences with the implied propositions 
set out in the research questions. Each detail or incident, such as a change to a legislative 
provision or a new conceptualisation within a report for example, was compared to 
propositions and potentialities established by the research questions and revised 
accordingly depending upon the extent to which empirical evidence from each case study 
was consistent or otherwise with those propositions. This iterative process began with 
details from the Québec case study until the causal sequence was satisfactorily and 
consistently explained, then applied to the Welsh case study and revised further in order to 
generate ‘final’ explanations that formed the basis of conclusions for this thesis. These final 
explanations were the result of numerous modifications to perspectives on both practical 
and theoretical accounts of events and outcomes that generated a partly deductive and 
partly inductive set of conclusions (Yin, 2018). 
 
This method was chosen because it permitted the most flexibility in establishing empirical 
evidence as the foundation of theory. It was intended to give the research a loose structure, 
in the form of research questions that implied a set of exploratory propositions, which 
would enable the empirical evidence to drive theory generation without compelling any 
particular set of conclusions or direction to emerge. This was felt to be the method that 
most closely enabled the actor-centred framework of this study to situate actor voices and 
motivations at the heart of theory. The data analysis was supported by extensive quotations 
from actors who represented epistemic communities, advocacy coalitions and policymakers, 
which could best be utilised by forming the foundation of the explanation building process. 
Themes common to different languages were reflexively compared and revised for cross-
case consistency based upon how they were understood within their respective literatures 




relevant discipline assisted in achieving understanding of cross-cultural interpretations – 
although cultural heritage, as an internationalised discipline, possesses some standardised 
vocabulary and meanings across languages. 
 
The advantage to this was that it was designed to demonstrate how a commonly used 
method within epistemic communities studies56 could be shaped into focusing more clearly 
upon individual actors and their interrelationships and enterprises. This provided new 
insights into intra- and inter-epistemic community relationships and highlighted deeper 
influences extending into the governance of policymaking processes. This was not only 
entirely consistent with an actor-centred framework (and, indeed, epitomised it more than 
some), but was also consistent with the definition of expertise utilised in this work, which 
was concerned with the individual and distinctive nature of expertise. A further advantage 
was that, due to the continual iterative process of refining explanations rigorously to ensure 
that they fit the evidence, the internal validity of this study was hoped to be greater. The 
establishment of clear cause and effect relationships, beginning from individual events and 
leading to higher scales of interaction, provided strong foundations for explanations and 
theoretical conceptualisation to emerge.  
 
Nevertheless, what was gained in demonstrating internal validity may have compromised 
some measure of external validity, as any such method is primarily concerned with 
explanations of specific cases rather than generating broader themes. However, 
explanations were refined in these cases with reference to a more general set of theoretical 
propositions, which ensured that the generalisability of explanations remained a significant 
(albeit loose) structuring factor within the iterative process. And, although formal process 
tracing methods may usually attain high levels of reliability due to adherence to recognised 
tried and tested procedures, this method attempts to counteract a negative charge on this 
account by testing and retesting explanations as the process develops. Indeed, key evidence 
concerning actor perceptions and motivations is routinely illustrated for the reader, which 
not only situates actors at the centre of analysis but also displays that analytical material 
transparently for the reader. 
 




The causal mechanism for the process of epicom influence that Haas suggested, which was  
utilised in this investigation, has been visualised by Löblová below in Fig. 3.1: 
 















The mechanism suggests uncertainty as the key scope condition because alternatives, such 
as the ‘demand’ condition proposed by Löblová, appear to assume that demand cannot be 
stimulated within policymakers by epicoms themselves. Uncertainty is a broader condition 
that permits a more holistic examination of the epicom-MLG relationship in this instance. 
 
The assessment of Part 1 was explained earlier. In Part 2, observations expected include 
engagement with consultations, promotional activities such as newspaper articles and policy 
reports, as well as meetings with policymakers and officials. The route to Part 4 can take 
two forms. The first involves epicoms becoming institutionalised within governance bodies 
(if they are not already) and, therefore, opening new opportunities for policymaker 


























































opportunities for policymakers. Finally, observations expected in Part 4 include the 
repetition and/or agreement with epicom frames of reference, cause-and-effect 
relationships, and policy ideas, which directly inform policy documents and/or legislation.  
 
3.7. Conclusion 
In summary, the approach selected to undertake this study was derived directly from the 
implications of the research questions, which situate this investigation as a strongly actor-
centred approach to understanding the relationship between epicoms and MLG at the meso 
level of analysis. 
 
Such an approach necessitated the use of the epicom methodology set out by Peter Haas 
that focuses on the activities, interests, and preferences of individuals and groups and how 
they interact with (and within) a multi-level policymaking process. In an important 
methodological contribution to the epicom literature, Haas’ approach was modified to 
specify precisely how expertise should be defined, thereby providing greater clarity and 
consistency to an often vague (yet critical) aspect of epicom studies. The methodology 
proceeds by outlining uncertainty as the assumed key scope condition for epicom influence 
to enhance opportunities for studying the multi-level policymaking process holistically. The 
possibility that other scope conditions may emerge as being significant has been left open 
with this approach however. 
 
The epicom methodology is situated in the context of comparative case studies that adopt a 
‘most likely’ cases approach as demanded by the concern of the research questions with 
linguistic cultural identity. Acting as an important element of a set of interrelationships, this 
construct of identity limited the potential cases and policies available for selection to those 
that would exhibit clearly observable tendencies along this dimension. Québec and Wales 
presented the most appropriate choices under these circumstances because of their pre-
existing possession of dynamic political forces and contentious politics related to linguistic 
cultural identity, their hospitable environments for epicoms, and their comparable 
development of numerous instances of MLG. The cultural heritage policy field within these 
cases was an obvious choice, for similar reasons, as well as for their analogous distribution 




The analytical methods selected were further determined by the necessity of preserving a 
focus upon actors by using explanation building, in an iterative process of comparing and 
revising details from each case with the propositions implied by the research questions, 
which emphasised the perspectives and motivations of actors. It also permitted a greater 
focus on the individual contributions of experts and the nature of expertise, as also fitted 
well with the actor-centred approach.   
 
The following four chapters demonstrate how the approaches outlined here were 
implemented across the two cases suggested and begin with the case of cultural heritage 





































This chapter will set out how the methodology seen in the previous chapter has been 
applied to the first case of Québec. The chapter will examine the period prior to the 
introduction of La loi sur le patrimoine culturel57 (hereafter: “La Loi”) to set in context the 
important framing, counter-framing and agenda-setting engaged in by epistemic 
communities and other actors, which established the key parameters of the legislation. This 
is necessary because the formation of a common episteme and the influence of linguistic 
cultural identity took place gradually over a significant timeframe that requires examination 
at key stages in order to adequately supply the foundation for investigating the provisions of 
La Loi itself.  
 
The chapter centres analysis upon some key developments during the 15-year period from 
the passage of La politique culturelle58 up to and including Le livre vert59. The analysis will be 
integrated into three streams at the end of the chapter relating to three key factors of the 
research questions. The first concerns “epistemic communities and their relationships”; the 
second concerns “actors and instances of MLG”; while the final stream concerns “linguistic 
cultural identity as a mediator”. 
 
The chapter will conclude with some important points relating to each stream that inform 










57 Cultural Heritage Act. 
58 The Cultural Policy. 




4.2. Multi-Level Governance of Cultural Heritage in Québec 
 
4.2.1. Foundations 
Governance of cultural heritage in Québec is primarily the responsibility of the provincial 
government60 that derives its legislative competences from the federal Constitution Act 
186761. The Ministère de la Culture et des Communications (MCC), a department of the 
Gouvernement du Québec, administers a variety of cultural services including patrimoine 
(heritage) and museums . The Culture Minister (hereafter ‘Ministre’) also directly oversees 
the work of a range of more or less autonomous public organisations including the Conseil 
des arts et des lettres and Bibliothèque et Archives nationales du Québec. These are joined 
by the Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec, formerly the Commission des biens 
culturels62, an advisory body to the Ministre. 
 
Prior to La Loi, most cultural heritage protection in the province had evolved gradually, 
beginning with the establishment of a five-member body in the form of La Commission des 
monuments historiques63 (later to become the Commission des biens culturels) in 1922 
(Gelly, Brunelle-Lavoie & Kirjan, 1995) based on a similar law64 in France. The body would 
advise the Provincial Secretary on the significance of historic monuments and artworks that 
required some form of safeguarding by the state and was intended, at least in part, to end 
federal encroachments in this field (Handler, 1988).   
 
State competences and measures across the province were eventually consolidated in the 
Loi sur les biens culturels 197265. This legislation, updated several times since, enabled the 
MCC to grant legal status to cultural property of province-wide significance in the form of 
‘classification’ or ‘recognition’ (with the latter offering slightly weaker protections than the 
former). Cultural heritage was now defined as including archaeological, cultural, or historic 
property; works of art; historic monuments; historic and archaeological sites, as well as 
 
60 Although cultural policy more generally is highly contested between Canadian and Québecois conceptions. 
61 In particular, section 92 relating to the management of land, public property, local works and undertakings, 
as well as all matters of merely local or private nature to the province.  
62 Cultural Property Commission. 
63 The Historic Monuments Commission. 
64 The Loi du 31 décembre 1913 relative aux monuments historiques. See Gelly et al. (1995) and Ministère de la 
Culture et des Communications. (2016). 




historic and natural districts66. In addition, the MCC was able to regulate access to 
archaeological sites via the provision of permits for excavation and research, as well as 
supplying financial assistance for cultural heritage promotional and protection activities. 
 
Below the provincial level, the public administrative landscape has been exceptionally busy, 
with numerous scales of governance across more than 1,000 bodies with varying degrees of 
influence over cultural heritage protection. Prior to La Loi, however, municipalities were the 
sole scale of governance below the provincial government that could legally ‘designate’ 
historic monuments and ‘establish’ heritage sites to afford some basic protections to 
cultural heritage immeubles (immovables) and architectural landscapes67. They were finally 
awarded these powers following the addition of a new chapter to the Loi sur les biens 
culturels in 1985. The same chapter also gave municipalities the authority to contribute 
financially to the conservation and protection of cultural property (as defined in the law). 
 
Regional county municipalities (RCMs), composed of mayors of municipalities within the 
regional county area, also possessed some land-use planning responsibilities that should 
take account of cultural heritage. The Loi sur l’aménagement et l’urbanisme68 1979, for 
example, “…compel[s]…RCMs… to identify any part of the territory that is of historical, 
cultural, aesthetic or ecological interest” (Direction du patrimoine et de la muséologie, 
2007). 
 
Beyond the province, Canada’s constitution assigns responsibility for managing federal lands 
and property to the federal government (Constitution Act, 1867), which in practice includes 
the management of those federal sites deemed cultural heritage. For example, early 
attempts to encroach upon this jurisdiction by the federal government included the 
establishment of the National Battlefields Commission in 1908, with the intention “to 
acquire and conserve the great historical battlefields in Québec City” (National Battlefields 
Commission, 2020). The federal government also provides sources of financial assistance to 
non-federal cultural heritage organisations in Québec, such as the Québec Anglophone 
 
66 Loi sur les biens culturels, Chapter I, Definitions and Application, Section 1. 
67 Loi sur les biens culturels, Chapter IV, Protection of Cultural Property by Municipalities. 




Heritage Network (Anglophone Heritage Epicom Member, personal communication, June 
21, 2018), through schemes like the Official Languages Funding Programs69 for example. 
 
The constitution assigns responsibility for relations with Indigenous groups and their lands 
exclusively to the federal government (Constitution Act 1867), which also provides some 
funding through Parks Canada for Indigenous cultural heritage projects, although Québec 
has conducted its own relations with Indigenous groups and band councils more extensively 
in recent times (Scott, 2001). Band councils and other Indigenous governance authorities 
administer their own lands to differing extents but are not mentioned in the Loi sur les biens 
culturels. 
 
Lastly, at the international level, Québec maintains two World Heritage Sites70 that are 
subject to monitoring and evaluation by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Heritage Committee. The management of the Old 
Québec site in particular, for example, requires consultation between the federal 
government (which owns many properties within the district), the provincial government, 
the municipality, and the district (at a minimum). 
 
4.3. Epistemic Communities and Cultural Heritage in Québec 
The ‘ecosystem’ of cultural heritage epistemic communities in the province was filled with 
variety during the time period of this case study. Cultural heritage consists of numerous 
disciplines and subjects from archaeology to architecture and maritime to museums, with 
many of them represented by epistemic communities, advocacy coalitions and interest 
groups, all of which competed for influence. Most epicoms were consistent in engaging with 
the development of cultural heritage policy throughout the time period, such as the 
Archaeology and Built Heritage Epicoms. Others, meanwhile, engaged at different points in 
the process or were more or less influential at different times, depending upon the content 
of their demands and the level of institutionalisation of their members, such as was the case 
with the UQ Historians, Intangible Heritage and Museums Epicoms. 
 
 
69 Via the Ministry of Tourism, Official Languages and La Francophonie. 




Cultural heritage epicoms in Québec were not strongly institutionalised within policymaking 
governance for the most part, although the Built Heritage Epicom benefited from two 
members that had worked with and for Canadian federal institutions, as well as 
representing their disciplines in high ranking positions within international cultural heritage 
organisations. The Museums Epicom also possessed Roland Arpin, a former Deputy 
Minister, who was strongly institutionalised and authored two important reports on culture 
and cultural heritage policy as head of their respective advisory panels. These links gave 
both groups significant influence throughout the course of the case study time period. Other 
epicoms, such as the Conservation Planning Epicom, were influential with respect to their 
institutionalised positions concerning the implementation of later legislation. Although 
implementation of the Loi sur le patrimoine culturel is not covered under this time period, 
this group were invaluable for their knowledge of the process and some other key actors 
and themes, so have been included for the value of their observations. 
 
Organisational institutionalisation beyond policymaking governance was perhaps one of the 
most important features of Québec cultural heritage epicoms. Most core members of the 
most influential epicoms were high ranking members of cultural heritage or research 
organisations at varying scales of governance. A substantial number had connections with 
provincial universities, such as the Built Heritage, Intangible Heritage and UQ Historians 
groups, where members could meet regularly. Others belonged to large peak associations 
that easily connected members through regular meetings, conferences and publications, 
such as the Archaeology Epicom (Association des archéologues de Québec), Historians 
Epicom (Fédération Histoire Québec) and Intangible Heritage (Conseil québécois du 
patrimoine vivant). These peak associations, in representing large amounts of individuals 
and organisations, also provided greater resources of expertise and finance to their 
associated epicoms, which enabled some to collaborate with the provincial government on 
producing guidance documents or to provide representatives to advisory bodies such as the 
Commission des biens culturels/Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec. 
 
Internally, some epicoms that participated through common venues and institutions 
appeared to be more consistent and durable in their engagement, such as the Built Heritage 




long periods of time within organisations such as universities, Héritage Montreal71 or the 
Association des archéologues de Québec respectively, which more easily enabled the 
transmission of their ideas and values to new members72. Some peak associations 
possessed more diffuse membership with fewer strong bonds between members, such as 
the Québec Anglophone Heritage Network, where members of the Anglophone Heritage 
Epicom shared fewer common meeting places other than Network events and activities. 
Some of the larger epicoms in terms of membership, such as Archaeology or Built Heritage, 
possessed some members that were not closely connected to others by virtue of their 
location or organisational association. This occasionally introduced new perspectives into 
their policy enterprises, such as the President of the Conseil des Monuments et des Sites du 
Québec or the President of Archéo-Québec, which diversified the epicoms and enabled 
more of their members to engage in the policymaking process. 
 
Finally, and perhaps important considering the later observations concerning common 
epistemes, was that members of some epicoms were well-known and respected by 
members of others. Indeed, several members of different epicoms shared expertise in 
‘cultural heritage’ more generally, such as those of the Built Heritage, Intangible Heritage 
and Museums Epicoms, while several also shared expertise in built heritage and planning 
beyond those epicoms to whom this was a speciality. This shared expertise was rarely 
oppositional and often appeared to enable better communication and relationships 
between members of different groups73. 
 
Further information on the membership and credentials of these epistemic communities 
can be found in the Appendix 2 section of this thesis. 
 
 
71 A municipal level organisation that promotes cultural heritage and its conservation within the city of 
Montréal. 
72 For example, one member of a prominent epicom who did not wish to participate in this study became part 
of the epicom via a common institution that enabled them to meet other long-term epicom members, publish 
works with some of them, and later to join another common institution to further engage with public policy 
concerning that particular field of knowledge. 
73 For example, one prominent member of the Built Heritage Epicom was particularly well-known to the 
Conservation Planning Epicom, due to their involvement in numerous consultations and joint initiatives over 




4.4. The Origins of La Loi: Beginning the ‘Heritage Turn’ 
In many respects, the 1980s were pivotal in generating the conditions necessary to 
reconsider cultural heritage protection in Québec, particularly under the shadow of 
constitutional debate and challenges to the operation of the state (Keating & Laforest, 
2018). First was the patriation of the Constitution (1982) without the signature of Québec, 
then the failure of the Meech Lake Accord (1985) that purported to address the grievances 
of the province, as well as pressures to allow the expansion of private sector influence in 
state functions (Saint-Pierre, 2004). Attempts to formulate an overarching cultural policy 
during the late 1970s and into the early 80s, which would have included a reconsideration of 
cultural heritage management in light of its emphasis upon reassessing the collective 
identity of Francophones (Lemasson, 2017), had been aborted (Handler, 1988; Harvey, 
2011). However, larger municipalities had succeeded in extending their mandate in the 
cultural heritage field, which had been long-trailed and finally implemented in 1985 (Saint-
Pierre, 2010). This was complimented by the designation of Québec’s first World Heritage 
Site in its capital city during the same year. 
 
This was the background to the development of La politique culturelle (hereafter ‘La 
politique’). It was a field of contested governance and politics, newly expanded across 
multiple scales, with a strong recent association to the linguistic identity of the Québecois. 
La politique also afforded the first major opportunity for organised expert interests in the 
province to coalesce and attempt to influence a reorientation of cultural policy away from a 
preoccupation with the arts and towards cultural heritage.  
 
4.4.1. Developing La politique 
In 1990, the Parti Libéral (PLQ) Government commissioned a study into the funding of the 
arts (popularly known as the Coupet Report), which recommended a decentralised model 
along New Public Management (NPM) (Hood, 1991) lines (Coupet, 1990). A ministerial 
change74, combined with pressure from an advocacy coalition (AC) of cultural interests 
concerned about the potential diminishment of the role of the state in this field, led to the 
commissioning of a new report a year later (Saint-Pierre, 2003). The second report was 
completed by an advisory group appointed by Ministre Frulla-Hébert. Eleven professionals 
 




within the cultural sector, some of whom were part of the AC, were led by the former 
Deputy Culture Minister and (then) current Director of the Musée de la Civilisation Roland 
Arpin. This group was composed largely of individuals with experience in the creative arts 
and, crucially, included only two members of cultural heritage epicoms: Museums 
(Monsieur Arpin75) and Historians (Saint-Pierre, 2003). 
 
The group report, known as the ‘Arpin Report’ (Arpin, 1991), was produced in June 1991 and 
formed the basis of discussion during a Parliamentary Commission in the latter part of the 
year that lasted almost eight weeks and included 264 submissions and 181 organisations 
interviewed in public hearings “…making it the second largest in the history of Québec” 
(Frulla-Hébert, Committee on Culture, 1991). However, the Arpin Report devoted just five 
pages (out of almost 300) to cultural heritage, with its recommendations on the subject 
relating purely to architectural heritage and education. This was heavily criticised within the 
public hearings by numerous cultural heritage representatives who belonged to epistemic 
communities. Members of the Historians Epicom, for example, stated that: “…heritage is 
totally or practically discarded” (Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991), 
while the Archaeology Epicom similarly added that: “… the cultural dimension of 
archaeology76 is, for all purposes, absent from the proposed policy” (Archaeology Epicom 
member, Committee on Culture, 1991) and that “A restricted vision of culture confined to 
the artistic domain is today outdated because the notions of heritage and culture have 
greatly expanded and diversified over the years” (Archaeology Epicom member, Committee 
on Culture, 1991). Another historians epicom, known here as the UQ Historians Epicom77,  
although conceding that they were; “… delighted that history and heritage are regarded in 
this report as essential elements of culture” nevertheless were moved to point out that; “… 
the treatment of heritage… gives rise to the most concern from the point of view of 
historians” (UQ Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
 
Ensuring a broad conception of cultural heritage was elucidated by La politique was both 
highly appropriate for a diverse field such as cultural policy and also important to cultural 
 
75 Although, at the time, Monsieur Arpin did not necessarily perceive himself to be a ‘cultural heritage’ actor. 
76 That is, the dimension related to cultural heritage. 




heritage epicoms for its reflection of their causal beliefs in an holistic view of the subject. 
One Built Heritage Epicom member noted that “The notion of heritage, in our case, goes far 
beyond that presented in the report… [which is] too often identified as being a stock of 
objects” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). This sentiment was 
echoed by an Intangible Heritage Epicom member: “What we want to emphasize here above 
all, by appearing before you, is that now, more and more, and UNESCO has spoken about it 
everywhere, there is this concept of an enlarged heritage, of a heritage which takes into 
account not only what is very tangible, but also what is ... intangible heritage” (Intangible 
Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). Also remarking on the more 
general causal beliefs within the cultural sector around the world, an Archaeology Epicom 
member suggested that the “…restricted vision of culture…” in the Arpin Report with 
“…notions of heritage and culture [that] have greatly expanded and diversified over the 
years…” (Archaeology Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
 
The UQ Historians Epicom  also astutely summarised the cause of the problem. “[It] is partly 
due to a static conception of heritage, and to a narrow notion of cultural creation” (UQ 
Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). The Epicom acknowledged that 
the conception of cultural heritage presented was broader than common understandings 
outside the sector: “The policy proposal indeed introduces the notion of cultural heritage, 
which goes far beyond the more usual notion of historic heritage. This notion encompasses 
all culture in the ethnological sense, the material and mental productions of the past…” (UQ 
Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). However, the lack of reference to 
cultural heritage within the section of the report that discusses cultural development is seen 
as revealing, as; “… the report presents heritage as existing in itself; according to this vision, 
heritage would only have to be preserved, inventoried and enhanced. Heritage thus defined 
is opposed to creation” (UQ Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
Creation here is merely associated with the arts and no other form of culture. This 
sentiment was shared and robustly supported by an Intangible Heritage Epicom member of 
the Commission des biens culturels when they outlined that; “…cultural heritage or the 
cultural heritage of a people extends to the works of its artists. This is creation” (Intangible 




that; “…cultural heritage must be recognized as the foundation of a cultural policy for 
Québec” (Intangible Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991).  
 
In response to the critiques from members of the two historians epicoms, Ministre Frulla-
Hébert indicated why she had originally requested the new report provided by Arpin; “It 
was precisely to bring together what there was and also a good and solid basis for discussion 
to then be able to improve and be able to see what is missing” (Committee on Culture, 
1991). The Ministre further indicated that cultural heritage epicoms were causing her to 
become convinced of their arguments: “I think we have the components, most organizations 
representing heritage, whether historical heritage or living heritage, told us ... Well, they 
pointed out to us that heritage was not quite present. So, we take note of that because you 
are right. To see better or… to foresee and plan our future, we still have to know our past 
well. In true cultural policy, obviously, which we want to be as flexible as possible, we are 
also going to remedy these weaknesses” (Committee on Culture, 1991). Indeed, Ministre 
Frulla-Hébert repeated these points in a later session to a UQ Historians Epicom member; 
“We are behind in terms of heritage. Several organizations have come, which specialize in 
heritage conservation, which have come to give us excellent suggestions” (Committee on 
Culture, 1991). 
 
Cultural heritage epicoms displayed, at times, a willingness to engage with the discourse of 
identity and values in support of their case for expanding the role of cultural heritage in 
cultural policy. For example, one Built Heritage Epicom member made the link between 
cultural heritage and identity explicit: “…cultural heritage is therefore the basis of our 
collective identity and it is this current vision that sheds light on all of cultural policy. This is 
cultural heritage. It’s us” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
Another Built Heritage Epicom member made the point that “…the concept of heritage is a 
concept that implies a collective consensus on values… cultural property… can be considered 
as an inheritance…” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). An 
Historians Epicom member also stated that “If we want to be a distinct society, we need to 
know, first of all, what sets us apart, besides the language we speak” (Historians Epicom 




centrality of language to Québecois identity and the absence of alternative narratives to 
that. 
 
Ministre Frulla-Hébert also conceded that cultural heritage epicoms had helped to situate 
the debate on cultural policy within the broader values of Québecois society: “…this 
presentation [from a Built Heritage Epicom member]… brought a very new element 
because… you based yourself on the great principles to… integrate our needs… and to 
enlighten us as well” (Committee on Culture, 1991). The appeal to values, in the sense of 
offering a raison d’être for the existence and action of a provincial ministry of culture, has 
been noted elsewhere as a key factor in producing a more comprehensive cultural policy 
than was originally expected (Lemasson, 2017; Saint-Pierre, 2003, 2004). 
 
The results of the Commission led to the development of the final La politique that was 
approved by the National Assembly and adopted in June 1992 (Ministére des Affaires 
Culturelles, 1992). The adopted version of La politique demonstrated that cultural heritage 
had been made a foundation of cultural policy. La politique was structured along three 
‘axes’: the first of which – the “Affirmation of Cultural Identity” - represented the base for 
the other two (Ministére des Affaires Culturelles, 1992). This axis encompassed three 
‘orientations’ that together composed the representation of cultural identity of Québec 
society. The French language occupied the first orientation with cultural heritage assigned 
to the second. This reflected the idea espoused in La politique that the language was 
intrinsic to cultural heritage: “Given the importance of the French language for identifying 
cultural heritage of Québec society…” (Ministére des Affaires Culturelles, 1992). 
 
A broader conception of cultural heritage was acknowledged in line with what cultural 
heritage epicoms had argued: “This term has evolved over the years and now includes 
a wide variety of components from the building to the popular narrative, and encompassing 
all material goods or documentary, traditions and customs, works, facilities and know-how 
transmitted by the environment, family life, education or institutions. It covers from now on 
recent production as well as the remains of the past” (Ministére des Affaires Culturelles, 




goods received…” that again emphasised the derivation of cultural heritage from the 
identity of a society. 
 
While the primary focus of La politique continued to be ‘traditional’ forms of cultural 
heritage, such as architecture and urban landscapes; “the government intends to update its 
role in heritage” (Ministére des Affaires Culturelles, 1992) – a phrase that mirrored Ministre 
Frulla-Hébert’s comments to the UQ Historians Epicom noted earlier . Several reviews of 
objectives, classification, and other items were postulated noting its intended adherence to 
international best practice: “…it will draw on experience and expertise developed elsewhere 
in the world and collected in international charters on heritage” (Ministére des Affaires 
Culturelles, 1992). There were few concrete measures to support the cultural heritage 
sector beyond those that offered assistance to municipalities however78. Indeed, the second 
Aprin Report noted in its foreword that “In 1992, Québec's cultural policy reserved the 
smallest portion for heritage…” (Arpin, 2000), once the place of museums had been 
accounted. 
 
Thus, although cultural heritage was recognised as of fundamental importance to Québec 
culture following the intervention of cultural heritage epicoms after the publication of the 
original Arpin Report, its treatment beyond this was inconsistent by the Ministére. An 
indication that the Ministére was just beginning a significant reinterpretation of its strategy 
and thinking towards cultural heritage was evident in the reply of Ministre Frulla-Hébert to a 
Landscape Heritage Epicom member when speaking of the nature of cultural heritage 
landscapes: “… we hadn't touched on it or hardly touched on it… you bring a new element to 
our attention” (Committee on Culture, 1991). This was followed later by: “thank God you 




78 A possible response to sustained anxiety on the part of cultural heritage organisations and experts at the 
growing role of municipalities in the protection and promotion of heritage in the province and the need for 
greater support if this role was to be fulfilled. Diane Saint-Pierre notes that municipalities such as Ville de 
Montreal and Ville de Québec were amongst those organisations most in favour of the Arpin Report in her 





4.5. Towards a new Cultural Heritage Policy: The Second Arpin Report 
The reinterpretation of cultural heritage by the Ministére  – since reconstituted as the 
Ministère de la Culture et des Communications (MCC) by the new PQ government in 1994 – 
was eventually given form by the PQ Ministre Agnès Maltais in 1999 (Harvey, 2011). The 
Ministre requested another advisory group, this time consisting of nine experts79 from 
various disciplines once again chaired by Roland Arpin, to produce a draft cultural heritage 
policy and report back the following year (Arpin, 2000; Harvey, 2011). The objectives set for 
the exercise included reconsidering the Loi sur les biens culturels; engaging a wide range of 
stakeholders; and potentially revisiting the role of the state and its partners (Arpin, 2000). 
These aims, in addition to the inclusion80 of an expert of Abenaki First Nation descent81, 
reflected some of the chief concerns of the cultural heritage sector as expressed during the 
development of La politique culturelle.  
 
The final report, entitled Notre patrimoine, un présent du passé82 (hereafter ‘Notre 
patrimoine’), was presented in November 2000 to the Ministre. The advisory group made 
much of its usage of expertise in particular: “Experts were also invited to meet with the 
Advisory Group, to whom they presented a vision that is often broader than the point of view 
of interest groups alone. At the same time, research assignments were entrusted to 
academics on particular aspects of heritage…” (Arpin, 2000). While its own expertise and 
commitment to objectivity were equally stressed: “…[group members were] chosen for their 
professional competence, their ability to take the necessary distance from ideological choices 
and their will to reconcile the greatest number of points of view, has invested itself intensely 
in reflection and analysis” (Arpin, 2000). At a minimum, this suggested that the group – and 
perhaps the MCC themselves – were keen to present an appearance of consideration and 
empathy with the perspectives of cultural heritage epicoms. 
 
Their notice of epicom demands was demonstrated, however, by their agreement with the 
then UNESCO definition of cultural heritage: “The notion of cultural heritage traditionally 
 
79 The majority of whom were cultural heritage epicom members. 
80 The Cree First Nation in particular had been critical of the ignorance of First Nation and Indigenous 
perspectives on culture and heritage throughout the development of La politique culturelle. 
81 Nicole O’Bomsawin, Director of the Abenaki Museum. 




included monuments and sites and especially their aesthetic and historical values. Today [...], 
the monuments are also considered for their symbolic, social, cultural and economic values. 
Intangible elements are ignored no more, and new categories have emerged” (Arpin, 2000). 
Notably, landscapes were also included for the first time in an MCC-sanctioned document as 
being cultural heritage, which included the concept of ‘humanised landscapes’. In simplified 
terms, these landscapes are those that bear the imprint of human activity in some form, 
such as introduced fauna or flora83. These were accompanied by the long-awaited 
recognition of the importance of Indigenous cultural heritage that had been ignored within 
previous legislation and policy. The report argued that Indigenous heritage should be 
recognised in a new law and that “…indigenous representatives be present in state bodies 
involved in heritage” (Arpin, 2000). 
 
The 35 recommendations highlighted continuing concerns from the sector that had not 
been ameliorated by La politique and that would continue to animate the sector into the 
development of La Loi (and beyond) a decade later. Importantly, the first recommendation 
of the report suggested cultural heritage should be considered a ‘collective wealth’, with the 
implication being that “This wealth must be part of a sustainable development perspective” 
(Arpin, 2000). The idea reconceptualised epicom demands during the consultation on La 
politique that cultural heritage should be a ‘whole government’ responsibility. The report 
went on to emphasise this by stating that considering this perspective “…the Government of 
Québec must reaffirm its commitments and responsibilities in terms of heritage” (Arpin, 
2000). 
 
The second recommendation highlighted the necessity of a new cultural heritage law that 
“…would take into account the broadening of the concept” and that would clarify the range 
of multi-level relationships formed to govern the problem of cultural heritage protection: 
“…that this law [should] specif[y] the duties and responsibilities of each person with regard 
to different levels of heritage (world, national, regional and local)” (Arpin, 2000). This was 
made clearer in the explanation of recommendation 10: “The broadening of the notion of 
heritage also has the consequence of increasing the number of stakeholders, which makes it 
 





even more difficult to set up concerted actions. Within the government, the Ministry of 
Culture and Communications can no longer perform its functions without taking into account 
the actions of other ministries (Education, Transport, Municipal Affairs, Environment, 
Tourism, etc.). In this sense, the Minister can no longer be considered solely responsible for 
the application of a heritage policy” (Arpin, 2000). The authors therefore recognised that 
cultural heritage was already becoming a wicked problem beyond the capacity of one 
department.  
 
This point emulated the arguments made by epicoms during La politique discussions that: 
“The problem is that the concept of heritage having exploded in a considerable way, the 
heritage field is no longer commensurate with the state. And, in this sense, what must be 
found is to help all the organizations in the community to take charge of the part of the 
heritage which is not said to be national” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on 
Culture, 1991). This appeared to represent an attempt to advocate an extension of the 
instance of MLG that characterised cultural heritage governance in the province to better 
manage the problem of cultural heritage protection. The link between the expanding 
definition of cultural heritage and expanding governance responsibilities was also made 
clear by epicoms, as it was in the Arpin Report. 
 
Furthermore, the stress upon the capacity mismatch between the provincial government 
and the problem of cultural heritage protection had inevitably led epicoms to conclude 
during La politique discussions that other actors must be involved in governance at multiple 
levels. Most accepted the need to more fully incorporate municipalities: “I think it is 
essential that the municipalities have an important role to play in cultural matters…” 
(Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991); “…the municipalities have a key 
role to play. And I would even say that, in most cases, the essential role will probably be 
played over the years by the regional county municipalities…” (Built Heritage Epicom 
member, Committee on Culture, 1991). This was often qualified based upon municipal 
capacity however: “…the municipalities and regional county municipalities are obviously 
partners, except that we should act, in certain cases, with discernment. In other words, these 
people would have to prove that they were delivering the goods” (Built Heritage Epicom 




decentralization that inspires this measure, [we doubt] that the municipalities have the 
financial capacity to assume the new responsibilities…” (UQ Historians Epicom member, 
Committee on Culture, 1991). 
 
More often, epicom members stressed the importance of the Ministére playing a 
coordinating role, in partnership with other actors at other scales of governance: “…[we 
wish] to highlight the responsibility of the Ministry of Cultural Affairs vis-à-vis other 
ministries and other institutions, governmental and regional, as a specialized body capable 
of identifying and managing the landscape as a cultural asset” (Landscape Heritage, 
Committee on Culture, 1991); “The provincial [government] will have to deal, therefore, 
with federal, municipal and also with the private sector levels. What I am proposing is that 
we plan to make the provincial government of Québec an element of concertation, the 
engine of concertation between these different levels of government in a cultural policy in 
transition…” (Museums Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991); “We are not asking 
that the Ministry of Cultural Affairs be in charge of all this, but that there be a kind of 
coordination that follows a favourable prejudice [towards cultural heritage protection]…” 
(Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
 
These points made by epicoms at the previous La politique consultation did find expression 
in the Arpin Report to tackle the emerging wicked problem of cultural heritage. There was a 
strong focus on the role of coordination between different municipal levels: “Municipalities 
must be provided with the means to promote intermunicipal consultation, as well as the 
strengthening of consultation within the RCMs and urban communities…” (Arpin, 2000). But 
this network aspect was tempered by the clear emphasis upon multi-level governance and 
‘management’ by the MCC as had been stressed by epicoms: “Partnership with 
municipalities is not a given, but it remains the way of the future… to ensure the application 
by municipalities of government guidelines and help them fulfil their responsibilities in terms 
of heritage conservation and enhancement, the Ministry of Culture and Communications 
must provide appropriate information and provide budgets and tools… The practice of 
cultural agreements between local communities and the Ministry of Culture and 
Communications has proven its worth… These agreements are also seen as a means of 




heritage instance of MLG centred on Québec was being highlighted as necessary to expand, 
which would simultaneously meet the challenges of managing both the granular technicality 
inherent within the field and the strategic coordination of multiple roles.  
 
Recommendation eight, meanwhile, ruefully noted that many respondents had “…wanted 
the existence of a unifying device to give meaning to multiple scattered actions. We have 
often regretted the fact that the right hand too often seems to ignore what the left hand is 
doing” (Arpin, 2000). This was a reference to the continually fragmented nature of the 
cultural heritage sector that, while converging upon a number of common goals such as the 
expansion of the definition of cultural heritage and a ‘whole government’ approach, still 
operated in silos. The creation of a new heritage network, along the lines of the existing 
museums network, was envisioned to attempt to integrate the diverse sectoral voices and 
had been articulated by epicoms previously: “We bring the idea of a sort of confederation, 
of regrouping of these organizations. Each acts in an isolated manner. I think that in the 
coming years, we should be able to have a system that will allow us to work together…” 
(Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). 
 
There is evidence that this report was also seen as an opportunity by epicoms to enhance 
not only the protection and promotion of cultural heritage itself, but also the 
institutionalisation of expertise within government (the MCC especially), as one sentence 
makes clear. The report notes that: “If we were asked what request was made most 
frequently, with the most constancy at the Consulting Group, we would say that it's the 
demand for a place [for] reference and expertise at the service of citizens” (Arpin, 2000). This 
in turn provided the nucleus of a recommendation to restructure the MCC by “…setting up a 
new team offering its know-how…” and “What is urgently requested is that the Ministry of 
Culture and Communications endow itself with essential professional services and offer 
intervention services” (Arpin, 2000). 
 
Despite the intentions of the Notre patrimoine authors, the PQ government failed to act 
upon most of the recommendations, with the resignation of the PQ Premier Lucien 
Bouchard in 2001 (and the installation of a new MCC Ministre) signalling a change in 




primarily focused on passing Bill 104: Loi modifiant la Charte de la langue française84 over its 
final two years in office until 2003. One of the few recommendations to be enacted from 
Notre patrimoine was the re-organisation of the MCC to re-establish a heritage division for 
the first time in ten years (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a) 85. However, the report had 
been significant not just for the ideas that it entailed, but also for its galvanising effect on 
the policy enterprises of cultural heritage epicoms as one influential academic and epicom 
member later admitted: “…we can certainly recognize that the critical review of the 
Consulting Group has achieved consensus in Québec” (Bergeron, 2011). 
 
4.6. Heritage, interrupted: No law, but moving forward 
The effect upon epicoms was also reflected in a renewed focus upon cultural heritage within 
provincial universities.  
 
It has been noted that cultural heritage experts who had previously been “… all divided by 
their little hamlets, you know, their own disciplines” within the cultural heritage sector had 
“… moved in the 1990s towards having this common voice” (Built Heritage Epicom member, 
personal communication, May 16, 2018) which Notre patrimoine helped to solidify and 
support. This resulted in previously distinct disciplines within universities coming together 
to develop a wide range of cultural heritage courses and programmes over the following 
few years. For example, the now-influential L’Institut du patrimoine culturel (IPAC) at Laval 
was directly inspired by Notre patrimoine, being established at the time of its publication. 
Laval went on to create a Laboratoire d’archéologie in 2005 and a Laboratoire de 
Muséologie et d'Ingénierie de la Culture86 (LAMIC) in 2007 (Bergeron, 2011).  
 
Other universities took advantage of a newly established (also in 2000) source of federal 
government funding for academic research and training excellence (Canada Research Chairs, 
2019a). Through this channel, Canada Research Chairs in forms of cultural heritage ranging 
from built, to UNESCO, to intangible were founded at the Université de Montréal; Université 
 
84 An Act to amend the Charter of the French language. 
85 Le livre vert (2007) makes clear the continuing bias towards built heritage within the newly re-established 
division by noting that the small team included experts in “architecture, archaeology, ethnology, history and 
urbanism”. Three of these subjects were devoted primarily to built heritage. 




du Quebec à Montreal (UQAM); Université du Québec à Trois-Rivières (UQTR); Université du 
Québec à Rimouski (UQR); as well as one at Laval. Additionally, UQAM founded the Heritage 
Institute to “…bring together researchers from various disciplines” (Bergeron, 2011); the 
Université de Sherbrooke created the Studies on Books Research Group in Québec 
(Bergeron, 2011); and the Université Concordia developed the Center for Oral History and 
Digital Storytelling (Bergeron, 2011). 
 
Nevertheless, as the Director of the UQAM Heritage Institute has more recently observed, 
while “… there is a complementarity of knowledge in Quebec universities” now, competition 
between universities “… with each investing in a field to stand out, all contribut[es] to the 
fragmentation of knowledge” (Lalonde, 2018). The danger implied here is that “… the 
objective of bringing together people from cultural and natural heritage, intangible and 
material heritage” may be undermined. The divisions have been effective in highlighting the 
importance of new fields of heritage, particularly when supported by influential epistemic 
communities87, but may jeopardise the holistic view of cultural heritage that had been 
acting as an integrating episteme over the previous decade. 
 
Another aspect of the narrative of a holistic treatment of cultural heritage that epicoms had 
promoted since the first Arpin Report was to ensure a ‘whole government’ attitude to 
heritage. The idea had been implicit in epicom suggestions, mentioned earlier, that the MCC 
could play a coordinating role: this would include coordinating other government 
departments in addition to other levels of governance. One Built Heritage Epicom member 
pointed out at the time, in a statement that can be applied to cultural heritage, that “A 
culture policy is first and foremost a document for the entire government and we repeatedly 
emphasize in our brief the importance of directing all government action in relation to a 
concern” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). Another 
perspective from the time had been that, rather than coordinate, the MCC would actively 
intervene in the work of other departments: “…I think this is very important, a ministry that 
can intervene in the cultural sectors that are devolved to other Québec ministries…” (Built 
 




Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture, 1991). Notre patrimoine then 
reconceptualised these demands in the form of sustainable development. 
 
The passage of the Loi sur le développement durable88 in early 2006 effectively satisfied the 
first perspective in line with the ideas that epicom members helped to diffuse via Notre 
patrimoine. The Act was passed by the PLQ Government of Jean Charest within the 
Ministère de l’Environnement and included a key provision that made “protection of cultural 
heritage” (Loi sur le développement durable 2006) one of 16 central principles of the 
legislation. These principles were designed to be integrated into all government activity and 
to guide future planning and strategy. The cultural heritage principle was selected from the 
very beginning within the draft Bill (Environnement Québec, 2004).  
 
The inclusion of this principle was seen to be of considerable significance within the cultural 
heritage sector because, in the words of one Built Heritage Epicom member, it was written 
in “… a very modern way including the intangible, the landscape, so it's really rather 
inclusive” (Built Heritage Epicom member, personal communication, May 16, 2018). Cultural 
heritage was defined in the law as: “…property, sites, landscapes, traditions and knowledge, 
reflects the identity of a society. It passes on the values of a society from generation to 
generation, and the preservation of this heritage fosters the sustainability of development” 
(Loi sur le développement durable, 2006). This broad conception of cultural heritage 
reflected the causal beliefs of epicoms and made it a ‘whole government’ issue. In so doing, 
and particularly in its association with societal values and identity, it also made cultural 
heritage a significantly more political issue by emphasising its social quality. This fed into the 
growing perception of cultural heritage management as a wicked problem (which is 
characterised by its connection with social issues, especially, among other matters) and a 
source of contentious politics 
 
This was viewed by some in the sector to be the direct result of more than 15 years of 
sustained pressure from epicoms and from the increasing public awareness of the 
importance of cultural heritage and interest in its conservation (Bergeron, 2011). Although 
 




the cultural heritage sector was largely absent from the consultation period of the law, 
cultural heritage remained present within the consciousness of policymakers, according to 
the Built Heritage Epicom member; “… you could see that this discussion in the civil society 
could be translated and it was really because a few civil servants were at the right meeting 
at the right moment and they realised this was an opportunity that shouldn't be missed” 
(Built Heritage Epicom member, personal communication, May 16, 2018). They went on to 
suggest that “… it was also perceived… by the civil servants as a way to compensate for a 
lack of a heritage policy that people requested for so long. They said sustainable 
development is going to be the model for government harmony… and consistency and so if 
we plant heritage in there it will be part of the national [policy]” (Built Heritage Epicom 
member, personal communication, May 16, 2018).  
 
Effectively, this was what had been desired by the cultural heritage sector since at least the 
time of the first Arpin Report, which was that cultural heritage protection had now become 
an embedded principle and value that was required to be considered in all future policy and 
strategy development by the provincial government.  
 
4.7. A New Momentum: Le livre vert 
By the end of 2006, just a few months after the passage of the Loi sur le développement 
durable, the MCC Ministre of the time, Line Beauchamp, tasked a working group with 
producing a green paper on the subject of updating cultural heritage legislation. The group 
would find themselves reporting back the following year to a new Ministre and a new 
government – albeit still headed by Premier Jean Charest.  
 
The green paper produced, entitled Un regard neuf sur le patrimoine culturel89 (hereafter 
‘Le livre vert’), included two documents. The first was a discussion paper that critiqued the 
current legal framework and cultural heritage legislation. The second was a ‘workbook’ that 
presented proposals for change.  
 
 




The documents were the work of a ten-member group headed by Sous-ministre adjoint aux 
politiques et aux affaires multilatérales90 Gérald Grandmont. The group included a majority 
of epicom members from different cultural heritage-related disciplines. Eight out of ten 
members had held some position within governmental organisations either at provincial or 
local level in Québec with the other two members having held positions within federal 
and/or international organisations. The group was, therefore, unusually institutionalised. 
 
The working group were tasked with producing guidelines for the drafting of a cultural 
heritage bill that “… would be inspired by the Loi sur la conservation du patrimoine naturel” 
(Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a) and would update the Loi sur less biens culturels. Three 
objectives were set within this task. The resultant bill should (1) “[set] principles as the 
principle of sustainable development guide[s] the actions of the government"; (2) “[include] 
a bonus of the Québec Cultural Heritage Fund [being] permanently endowed like the Green 
Fund”; (3) “[be] the subject of public consultations” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a). 
These objectives appeared to be loosely based upon three prominent and consistent 
demands from cultural heritage epicoms for holistic legislation and treatment of cultural 
heritage, extra and more secure funding, as well as enhanced public participation in the 
protection of cultural heritage. 
 
4.7.1. Le Livre Vert Principles 
The workbook presented its proposals preceded by objectives, definitions, and principles of 
a new law. The two stated objectives effectively related to the governance of cultural 
heritage. The first objective set out to “…clarify and legally consolidate responsibilities and 
powers of governmental authorities and municipalities with respect to cultural heritage 
protection” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a). This echoed a recommendation of Notre 
patrimoine in recognising the increasingly complex and explicitly multi-level character of 
cultural heritage governance in Québec and aimed to formalise the relationship between 
the aspect of this MLG instance relating to governmental actors. The second objective 
sought to “…safeguard the character, diversity, integrity and economic value of the tangible 
cultural heritage and intangible heritage of Québec by protective measures” (Gouvernement 
 




du Québec, 2007b). Cultural heritage was, therefore, broadly defined as: “…consisting of 
property, places, landscapes, traditions and knowledge, reflecting the identity of a society. It 
conveys the values of this society from generation to generation and its preservation 
promotes the sustainable nature of development” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). The 
definition matched that of the Loi sur le développement durable and framed the extent of 
the ‘problem’ of cultural heritage governance. By doing so, the authors of Le livre vert 
delineated new areas of regulation for the MCC, which had become inevitable following the 
path dependency established by the definition in the Loi sur le développement durable. 
 
The problem would be approached in accordance with three broad principles for action: (1) 
protecting heritage for its values; (2) recognising a framework for action on multiple levels; 
and (3) implementation in line with the objective of protection (Gouvernement du Québec, 
2007b).  
 
Principle (1) conceived  of ‘value’ as both identity/commemorative value and economic 
value. The framing of cultural heritage in value terms was a highly unusual strategy for 
epicoms to pursue because it removed the field from being a pure policy concern to 
becoming a wider political concern. However, it reflected a slowly increasing trend from the 
time of La politique, as an expanded definition of cultural heritage necessarily meant 
considering its ability to shape and transmit values and the ability of individuals and society 
to confer value. This conceptualisation had the advantage of enhancing the saliency of the 
subject because of its close relationship to the political dynamic of societal identity that had 
structured so much political discourse in the province since the Quiet Revolution (Oakes & 
Warren, 2007). The additional discussion within Le livre vert of linguistic heritage only 
served to highlight this still further. 
 
But whereas the first principle aimed to frame and situate cultural heritage governance on 
new foundations, the second principle aimed to formalise and secure the multi-level nature 
of policymaking arrangements among governmental actors, through the introduction of the 
ideas of subsidiarity (“powers and responsibilities must be delegated to the appropriate level 
of authority”) and participatory policymaking (“the participation of citizens must be provided 




(Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). The concept of hierarchy remained present with the 
acknowledgement of the continuing leadership of the state91: “it is the responsibility of each 
individual department and agency in the Administration to determine… the objectives… 
activities or interventions that it plans to carry out… directly or in collaboration with one or 
several stakeholders in civil society” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). However, a focus 
on the “sharing of responsibility and complementarity92 of roles” (Gouvernement du 
Québec, 2007b) indicated that policymaking arrangements and roles could change and 
hierarchies could be softened, with one group of governmental actors at a particular scale 
of governance potentially relinquishing powers and/or responsibilities in favour of another 
group at another scale. This strongly emphasised the MLG quality of the new relationship 
with a continued strategic role for the central state (i.e. the province) while decentralising 
more political authority to governmental actors at the peripheries.   
 
The third principle set out above referred to the set of specific competences and policy 
instruments apportioned between multiple scales of governance that were designed to 
encourage effective implementation of regulation. These instruments were framed in terms 
of “prevention”, “precaution”, and “knowledge”. The former included “…prevention, 
mitigation and correction measures [that] must be put in place, primarily at the source” 
(Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b), which implied the development of regulatory 
competences such as protective designation, potentially across multiple scales of 
governance. Precaution referred to “…effective measures to prevent the degradation or loss 
of cultural heritage must be adopted when there is a risk of serious or irreversible damage” 
that may incorporate financial instruments such as penalties and regulatory instruments like 
temporary stop notices. Finally, knowledge referred to “…inventories, studies and research”, 
which suggested the further institutionalisation of expertise and possible evolutions in 
governance arrangements to incorporate actors beyond government in the resolution of the 
cultural heritage management problem. 
 
A hint of the centre-periphery relationship between the Canadian federal government and 
the Québec provincial government that had been a consistent background source of 
 
91 The provincial government and its agencies. 




structuration within cultural heritage policy and governance in Québec up to (and beyond) 
the production of Le livre vert was also present within these principles. A clearly identifiable 
trend from at least the time of La politique had been the deliberate definition and framing 
of Québec cultural heritage policy against internationally set standards as opposed to those 
set at the federal level. Very few epicoms, in fact, had referred to federal standards93 of 
cultural heritage protection at all in their representations to the provincial government – 
preferring instead to evoke UNESCO or European standards94. The workbook noted that, at 
the time; “…the Government undertook to ‘confirm the accession of Québec to the principles 
of intervention set out by the Charter of Venice, the Charter of Cultural Tourism and the 
International Charter for the Safeguarding of Historic Cities’” (Gouvernement du Québec, 
2007b). The workbook repeats this commitment in its framework for action: “adherence to 
the principles and practices arising from international conventions” (Gouvernement du 
Québec, 2007b). It is notable here that both epicoms and the provincial government defined 
their cultural heritage standards by those produced by other nations. The renewed focus 
upon cultural heritage and identity since the anxieties of the constitutional debates and 
referenda of the 1980s and 1990s appeared to have reinforced the sense of separateness of 
Québec society, and ownership of its culture, in the face of potential federal attempts to 
‘repatriate’ cultural policy during that period (Saint-Pierre, 2004). Le livre vert fitted this 
pattern at a time when Québec had recently become a full participating member of the 
Permanent Delegation of Canada to UNESCO (Ministère des Relations internationals et de la 
Francophonie, 2019) and was, therefore, further incentivised to look internationally.  
 
4.8. Epistemic Communities and their Relationships 
One of the key factors in producing a new law on cultural heritage was specified by Le livre 
vert workbook: “…the scope of this law should be broadened to take into account the most 
contemporary and internationally accepted definitions of heritage. Principles could guide a 
government approach tied to sustainable development” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). 
Although the document is couched primarily in terms of governance change, the frames of 
 
93 Nor even to the standards or legislation of other provinces. The Ontario Heritage Act, for example, had been 
amended in 2005 to extend the cultural heritage protection powers of municipalities. See Ministry of Heritage, 
Sport, Tourism and Culture Industries. (2017). Ontario Heritage Act. Retrieved 21 August, 2020, from  
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/heritage/heritage_act.shtml  




broadened cultural heritage conceptions and sustainable development stand to guide 
developments, especially in the apportionment of powers and responsibilities. 
 
To take just one example among many, the inclusion of the concept of heritage landscapes 
within the definition of cultural heritage necessarily requires an instance of multi-level 
governance to manage the problem of protection, due to overlapping competences within 
the planning, development, and conservation fields. Effectively, a new instance of multi-
level policymaking must be created, as the ‘problem’ of managing a heritage landscape 
requires both macro and micro perspectives to implement efficiently. A definition of the 
term provided within Le livre vert demonstrates why: “Landscape means a part of a territory 
as perceived by the people, whose character the action of natural and / or human factors 
and their interrelations… deals with natural, rural, urban and… includes land areas, inland 
waters and maritime...concerns both the landscapes that can be considered remarkable, the 
landscapes [of] everyday life and degraded landscapes95" (Gouvernement du Québec, 
2007b). Such a wide field may require contributions by governmental actors at the 
municipal level (from cities, boroughs and RCMs) in the field of urban planning (via 
responsibilities set out in Loi sur l’aménagement et l’urbanisme) in addition to the 
overseeing role of the provincial government and its agencies (via the Loi sur la conservation 
du patrimoine naturel and others). Non-governmental actors, including citizens, experts and 
private organisations may also be involved in consultations or represented on committees. 
The workbook acknowledges this complexity means widening access to problem-solving 
arrangements to lower levels of actors when stating that the “…management of protection 
areas and boroughs could be better tied to urban and landscape contexts in which the areas 
are located” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). 
 
Therefore, the workbook sets out an intention to “…empower local municipalities to protect 
the same types of property as the [provincial] government”, due to the “enlargement of the 
heritage [to be] protected by the municipalities” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). The 
status and authority of municipalities with respect to the provincial government was also 
intended to increase because of “…a principle of symmetry between the interventions 
 




carried out on the municipal level and on the ministerial level [that] will make it possible to 
allot them an equal force of protection” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b).  
 
The implication here was that such potentialities demonstrate the influence that the 
framing of fundamental subjects, such as what constitutes cultural heritage, can have on 
instances of multi-level governance and policymaking arrangements. The presence of 
several epistemic community members on the working group, plus the influence of 
epistemic communities on past papers and policies such as the Arpin Reports, enabled the 
conceptualisation of cultural heritage in such a manner that consequent governance change 
became more likely. The power of framing the definition of cultural heritage in such broad 
terms opened a path dependency that made extended instances of MLG to incorporate new 
actors and disburse new responsibilities almost inevitable. The corollary was that this 
depended upon key policymakers accepting the definition. Yet, as multiple reports had now 
recommended such a course of action to differing extents, the repetition of the frame by 
different epicoms over time (and others) made it ever more difficult for policymakers to 
ignore. The concomitant focus on subsidiarity, meanwhile, not only re-emphasised the 
necessity of extending actor participation downwards but also aligned well with provincial 
priorities96. 
 
4.9. Actors and Instances of MLG 
As already noted, beyond the framing of cultural heritage, Le livre vert was dominated by 
governance considerations, mostly of the multi-level variety. The workbook noted that 
“…the Loi sur les biens culturels needs to be modernized and substantially amended to be 
able to support the Gouvernement du Québec, its partners and citizens in their respective 
objectives of cultural heritage protection” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b) and that a 
method to achieve this would be through “…the strengthening and interrelation of the roles 
of the State and the municipalities” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). The language of 
partnership and complementarity was also joined with the language of subsidiarity (as seen 
earlier). However, although there was a clear concern for the participation of ordinary 
 
96 Particularly considering the Federal Government’s changes to equalization payments that caused provinces 





citizens who “…must be able to actively contribute to the identification, recognition, 
protection and enhancement of all cultural heritages” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b); 
there were few specific ideas on how this may be achieved. 
 
The working group, including the epicom members, showed a clear preference for more and 
extended multi-level relationships and agreements between different levels of governance. 
There was also an evident desire to move away from lightly institutionalised instances of 
MLG to more official arrangements. The closer partnerships mentioned would be founded 
upon more extensively institutionalised expertise, such as that incorporated within a 
renamed and strengthened Commission des biens culturels (becoming the Conseil du 
patrimoine culturel du Québec97 – hereafter ‘the Conseil’), which could take up a monitoring 
role: “…in the event of agreements to decentralize the management of historic sites, 
protection areas, historic districts or heritage landscapes with municipalities, the law could 
entrust the Conseil with a five-year assessment function of the management of these 
territories” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). This role would be in addition to a renewal 
of its advisory function: “…the Conseil would have essentially advisory functions as well as 
study and research functions directly consequent on these first” (Gouvernement du Québec, 
2007b).  
 
The Conseil would even be afforded a ‘constitutive’/’exemplary’ role to help shape the 
nature of the cultural heritage sector that would necessarily include many expert and 
epistemic community actors: “…the Conseil would also have the mandate to advise and 
make recommendations on the representativeness, influence and impact of the regrouping, 
service and sectoral (disciplinary, thematic or territorial) heritage organizations” 
(Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). This may be seen as an attempt by the working group 
to reduce the fragmentation and segmentation still present among the cultural heritage 
sector that had been seen to impinge upon its effectiveness at least as far back as Notre 
patrimoine. A more organised and united sector, which was already significant in size, may 
have possessed an advantage in influencing future policymaking initiatives. 
 
 




But this particular recommendation was one of relatively few that emphasised the role of 
the central state (i.e. the provincial government and its organs such as the Conseil). The 
state was often implied as continuing to be a leading actor in the sector: “…the adoption of 
heritage policies and orientations, the development and updating of laws and regulations, 
the control of their application, the orientation of the missions of Crown corporations and 
national institutions as well as supporting their functioning… are all mandates that 
concretize ministerial responsibility” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). However, the real 
emphasis appeared to be on ensuring the sharing of governance with municipalities, with 
most recommendations specifically referring to their role. 
 
4.10. Linguistic Cultural Identity as a Mediator 
One overlooked aspect of framing by epicoms that deserves its own recognition here is the 
act of framing the range of values to be considered. This is especially pertinent to the 
potential mediation of the concept of linguistic cultural identity. The above section 
examined the framing of the range of issues to be considered via the extended conception 
of cultural heritage and the reconceptualisation of cultural heritage as a sustainable 
development issue. Yet this form of framing  was also deeply value laden. 
 
In the process of defining cultural heritage, epistemic communities engaged not only with 
empirical evidence on the subject, but also with the discourse of values. The definition of 
cultural heritage set out in the workbook makes explicit the connection between cultural 
heritage and values as demonstrated earlier: “[Cultural heritage] conveys the values of this 
society from generation to generation and its preservation promotes the sustainable nature 
of development” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007b). Cultural heritage here was expressed 
as being both constitutive of societal values and of constituting societal values. It was 
presented as the integrating force that connects past and future generations to societal 
progress and is, therefore, a fundamental attribute of the collective identity of the 
Québecois.  
 
This notion demonstrates why the ability of epicoms to frame the definition of cultural 
heritage was such a powerful tool of influence in this case and up to this point. Defining 




chooses to signify. A broader definition, as in this case, results in a wider diversity of values 
that are recognised. Consequently, recognising a wider diversity of values entails the 
inclusion of a wider range of societal actors, which in turn legitimates their participation in 
societal actions such as policymaking. This was especially evident on the subject of linguistic 
cultural identity.  
 
For example, as was evidenced in the Methods chapter of this thesis, language, cultural 
heritage, and identity maintain a close association – particularly in Québec. The act of 
recognition of different forms of cultural heritage, and therefore values, by epicoms may 
also imply the legitimation of different conceptions of society and the state. The notion of 
intangible heritage, for example, entails a recognition of the values inherent within 
“practices, representations, expressions, knowledge and know-how - as well as instruments, 
objects, artefacts and cultural spaces associated with them” (Gouvernement du Québec, 
2007a). In doing so, it also acknowledges that cultural heritage includes that which 
“communities, groups and, where appropriate, individuals recognize as part of their cultural 
heritage” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a). This entails a potential challenge to a 
consistent source of collective identity in Québec – that of the French language. If other 
values and sources of identity, such as languages and their associated cultures, are to be 
recognised and protected then the Francophonic basis for the state may be perceived as a 
threat to the existence of these minority sources of cultural heritage.  
 
In the past, as one Conservation Planning Epicom member put it; “largely French regime or 
French regime influence [sic] properties were being protected, which also lines up with 
Québec's sort of… conscience98 about its identity and it's French roots… When you look at 
what we chose to protect, it also tells… a lot about the period. So things that were 
symbolically underscored, the importance of French-Canadian history” (Conservation 
Planning member, personal communication, June 1, 2018). This original concentration of 
cultural heritage protection in Québec upon French regime properties reflected the 
predominance of an ethnic nationalist formulation of the state, at the time, catalysed 
further after the Quiet Revolution (McRoberts, 1993). However, the epicom member went 
 




on to say: “…but now as things change the values approach allows for heritage, the 
assessment in heritage, to evolve for different cultural communities in Québec in a way 
that… the former laws didn't” (Conservation Planning member, personal communication, 
June 1, 2018). 
 
One way in which the possibility of such a challenge to the integrity of the Québecois 
identity may have been avoided was in the conceptualisation of a distinctive form of cultural 
heritage by Notre patrimoine, repeated (but not highlighted) in Le livre vert, of ‘linguistic 
heritage’. Notre patrimoine asserted that “The linguistic heritage of the Québecois is made 
up of French, but also of the Amerindian languages spoken on the territory and of English. 
This policy will take particular account of the French language, which is the majority 
language of the Québecois, in addition to being the official language of Québec” (Arpin, 
2000). It defines “The French language here, sometimes called "Québec French", [as] a 
language in its own right…” (Arpin, 2000) and, despite noting that “UNESCO insists in its 
publications on the duty to safeguard endangered languages”, admits that “We are not 
there and it is fortunate” (albeit “…prevention is essential”) (Arpin, 2000). This admission 
indicated that the authors of Notre patrimoine were aware that, while they framed the 
protection of Québec French as a cultural heritage issue, the fact that it was not endangered 
was inconsistent with UNESCO guidelines for the protection of languages on cultural 
heritage grounds. The implication here, which Le livre vert conspicuously failed to engage 
with, is that the protection of the French language and its heritage  was favoured above 
languages that, in the case of Indigenous forms, may have been perceived to be more 
endangered. However, the compartmentalisation of the values inherent within all these 
languages and their heritage are effectively removed from the political domain by making 
them a technical policy issue, via categorising them as a form of cultural heritage. It both 
permitted their protection and funding for their promotion while at the same time 
restricting their wider legitimation of values and identity constructs that may have been 
perceived to challenge the integrity of its Francophone provincial foundations.  
 
This latter point in many ways conflicted with another observation from this background to 
La Loi. At various times epistemic communities have been perceived to act as conduits for 




member noted that: “I think [the definition of cultural heritage] was… definitely 
internationally influenced. The moving away from just historicity, architectural sort of 
concentrations into broader values. So I would say that [was] largely influenced by shifts in 
international sort of points of view on heritage” (Conservation Planning member, personal 
communication, June 1, 2018). During a debate within the Culture and Education 
Committee studying the later Projet de loi n° 8299, the MCC Ministre at the time, Christine St 
Pierre, stated that “…our definition [of intangible heritage] is inspired by the UNESCO 
convention, is in line with the UNESCO convention” (Committee on Culture and Education, 
2011). Furthermore, Le livre vert itself proposed that “…the ecology community and 
UNESCO, in the case of the world cultural heritage in danger, have instituted a monitoring 
and protection measure currently in common use: the conservation plan” (Gouvernement du 
Québec, 2007a). This policy instrument, couched within the values of holistic cultural 
heritage protection, would later be introduced within the Bill. 
 
These international values transmitted by epicoms were oft-repeated as shown earlier. They 
appeared to influence their own conceptions of cultural heritage by supplying new evidence 
that updated their own causal beliefs about how cultural heritage should be defined and 
understood. They were also one of the few conduits for such values to enter the 
policymaking debate because, as one Built Heritage Epicom member pointed out; “[Québec 
has] a special seat at UNESCO…[but] at the end of the day the focal point for World Heritage 
would be the Federal Government who would then consult with Québec” (Built Heritage 
Epicom member, personal communication, May 30, 2018). However, epistemic 
communities  were able to subvert this channel by attempting to diffuse both policy and 
values from the international level of governance100 via other channels, such as 
consultations, advisory groups/panels, as well as through their own institutionalised 
networks. This was an important element of their potential for policy influence. 
 
Nevertheless, while linguistic cultural identity did not necessarily appear to mediate the 
transfer and diffusion of the majority of these values, it did appear to mediate those relating 
to linguistic heritage. As noted, one of the primary foci of UNESCO and other cultural 
 
99 Bill 82 – Cultural Heritage Bill. 




heritage experts working on linguistic heritage worldwide has been the preservation and 
protection of endangered languages (Donnachie, 2010)101, which epicom members 
authoring Notre patrimoine admitted did not describe Québec French. Yet the focus of the 
report, not disputed by Le livre vert or others, was on the majority language of the province 
in place of those spoken by Indigenous groups for example. This appears, then, to be a 
strong case for the mediation of linguistic cultural identity upon an epicom policy enterprise 




The background to the passage of La Loi demonstrated a number of important points of 
relevance to the research questions of this thesis and that would grow in significance during 
the development of La Loi itself. 
 
Epistemic communities had successfully shown that they were able to work together across 
a highly diverse sector of multiple and specific epistemes to drive a common policy 
enterprise of a holistic definition of cultural heritage. Framing was the key strategy 
employed here that remained largely consistent across the sector from a variety of epicoms. 
The definition of cultural heritage was time and again elucidated as one that included, for 
example, landscapes and intangible elements that were recognised consistently within 
major reports (produced, of course, partly by epicom members themselves). The strategy 
was crucial in developing a path dependency that led to proposals to broaden instances of 
MLG in cultural heritage due to the expansion of the problem of cultural heritage 
protection. New actors from new levels needed to participate in order to meet the capacity 
challenges that such a problem caused. 
 
Those same epicoms also promoted MLG resolutions to cultural heritage problems more 
explicitly. Many demonstrated preferences for coordinating mechanisms and relationships 
between the MCC and other organisations and actors that closely matched MLG forms. They 
continued to prefer a shadow of hierarchy with the MCC and/or the provincial government 
 





setting and monitoring standards and providing the majority of expertise and funding. Yet at 
the same time they consistently argued, on a qualified basis, for the sharing of authority 
with other scales of governance including municipalities and non-governmental 
organisations. Although nervous about the implications of municipal authority without 
proper resources, epicoms nevertheless aligned with the principle of subsidiarity, which 
derived from the results of their causal beliefs in its benefit to governance in terms of 
effectiveness and efficiency. 
 
As with most epicoms, cultural heritage ones also argued for their enhanced 
institutionalisation, with the succession of reports in favour of increasing expertise levels 
within government (provincial and municipal) and enlarging the role of expertise in the 
broader governance of cultural heritage. The benefits of such arguments were clear in the 
increasingly influential position that each successive advisory group occupied when 
authoring their reports. Indeed, each group possessed a higher number of cultural heritage 
epicom members, with each report becoming more and more influential in embedding and 
diffusing epicom policy enterprises. The final Le livre vert would lead directly on (after a 
moderate hiatus) to the development of La Loi itself. 
 
The influential and institutionalised status of epicoms was augmented further by their ability 
to act as conduits for the diffusion of international knowledge and values. Both were subject 
to demand from the provincial government because of its desire to be seen to measure 
itself against ‘other’ nations rather than provinces. Yet the values diffused may have been 
more influential in updating epicom causal beliefs to reflect broader notions of cultural 
heritage around the world that ultimately significantly influenced conceptions of cultural 
heritage domestically that were eventually enshrined in law within the Loi sur le 
développement durable.  
 
Yet this influence appeared to have been mediated by the effect of linguistic cultural 
identity. Contrary to practices employed elsewhere in the world, cultural heritage epicoms 
either promoted or did not dispute conceptions of linguistic heritage that prioritised the 
protection of the majority language above minority languages, even though it was admitted 




principled beliefs to affect their policy enterprise, or otherwise adjusted their policy 
enterprise to align more closely with prevailing political preferences, in order to support the 
adoption of their chosen policy. It may be that, as cultural heritage represents a field that 
necessarily engages with the discourse of values due to its inherently value-imbued nature, 
epicoms were unable to disassociate themselves adequately from the dominant value 
discourses of the province that privileged Québecois French linguistic cultural identity. 
 
The following chapter will investigate these emerging themes further when examining the 



























5. Introducing La Loi: An episteme institutionalised 
 
5.1. Introduction 
Following on from the previous chapter, which examined the development of the holistic 
episteme over a 15-year period that set the agenda and problem boundaries for cultural 
heritage protection in Québec, this chapter will focus on developments after the 
introduction of the legislation that would form the basis of La Loi. This permitted a more 
finely grained analysis of the provisions of the legislation and their implications for epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance. 
 
The chapter will begin by outlining the most significant provisions relating to the research 
questions of this study and then look at their implications under the same three analytical 
streams that structured the latter part of the previous chapter. 
 
5.2. The Passage of La Loi sur le Patrimoine Culturel 
Following the publication of Le livre vert, Ministre St Pierre engaged in another large-scale 
consultation exercise throughout the province and the sector; “I did 15 consultation sessions 
in 12 cities in Québec. I went everywhere. I heard 147 people and organizations during this 
consultation tour. And we received 202 briefs and 109 responses to the online questionnaire. 
So it was a broad consultation” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2009). The eventual 
Projet de loi n° 82 was introduced to the Assemblée Nationale just over two years after Le 
livre vert had been published on February 18th, 2010. 
 
The remaining year witnessed ten general consultation sittings (in addition to the 
submission of over 50 briefs), ten committee debates (plus amendments), with the Projet 
finally passing into law on October 19th, 2011 and coming into force exactly one year later. 
 
La Loi incorporated many of the proposals made in Le livre vert. These included headline 
proposals that widened the definition of cultural heritage, the devolution of new powers 
and responsibilities to municipalities and Indigenous band councils, as well as the 
strengthening (and reconstitution) of the new Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec. 




previous chapter following an assessment of the most significant elements of the process of 
passing the La Loi. 
 
5.3. Defining Cultural Heritage 
A specific aim that multiple epistemic communities had been working towards for almost 20 
years had been to redefine cultural heritage in a holistic manner. Much of their mutual 
campaigning had been on the basis of this shared episteme. The achievement of this aim 
was finally completed with the articulation of a specific definition of the concept in 
dedicated legislation within the province for the first time. The initial definition in the Projet 
comprised: “heritage documents, immovables, objects and sites, but also cultural heritage 
landscapes, intangible heritage and historic figures, events and sites” (Projet de loi n° 82 
2010) and was revised slightly in the Act with “…deceased persons of historical 
importance…” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011) replacing “historic figures”. Such a 
definition expanded the ‘problem’ of cultural heritage protection to new fields of 
governance and expanded opportunities for epicoms to influence policy and become 
institutionalised. 
 
Notably, many of the substantive debates within the Culture & Education Committee 
offered excellent scope conditions for epicom influence, as they concerned the refinement 
of highly technical definitions of which most policymakers were uncertain. Indeed, even for 
those policymakers in possession of some knowledge on the subject, numerous referrals to 
expertise were made, which clearly demonstrated the difference between specialist tacit 
expertise and ubiquitous tacit expertise (such as primary source knowledge)102. Ministre 
Saint-Pierre, for example, noted with respect to scrutiny of ministerial decisions over 
heritage matters: “I think that ministers will always rely on the advice that experts will give 
them when deciding to affix their signatures to a document” (Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011). The Ministre had in fact already demonstrated this willingness in an 
earlier debate on the definition of intangible heritage: “I had a meeting with Mrs. [Cécile] 
Duvelle103, then I asked her questions because indeed I was saying to myself: Is there 
something wrong with our definition?” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). This 
 
102 As pointed out in the methodology chapter of this thesis. See Collins & Evans (2007, 2015) for more details. 




was in response to criticism of the definition by several members of the Intangible Heritage 
Epicom within a major Québec newspaper (Turgeon, 2011) that generated significant 
uncertainty on the part of the Ministre. According to the Ministre: “[Mrs Duvelle] confirmed 
our definition and… she said that our definition was even clearer” (Committee on Culture 
and Education, 2011).  
 
Nevertheless, the definition of intangible heritage was ultimately amended prior to the final 
Loi, which reflected the result of a lengthy debate over the meaning and relevance of the 
term ‘tradition’ within the original Projet definition: “the skills, knowledge, expressions, 
practices and representations based on a tradition that a community or group recognizes as 
part of its cultural heritage, the knowledge, protection, transmission or enhancement of 
which is in the public interest” (Projet de loi n° 82 2010). The lead PQ representative on the 
Culture & Education Committee – Yves-François Blanchet – suggested that the term had not 
been included within the UNESCO definition of intangible heritage because it “…clashed 
with sensibilities in many States because the notion of tradition carried hints of colonialism” 
(Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). Ministre Saint-Pierre replied: “So I'm going to 
table this letter from Ms. Duvelle… which is really, you could say, the authority in this area” 
(Committee on Culture and Education, 2011) to reiterate the support of UNESCO for the 
MCC’s definition. However, Monsieur Blanchet countered by stating that; “…we will not 
become experts enough to do anything but [be] imperfect megaphones of those who are. 
That said, there is a very broad consensus among the Québec scientific community…against 
the notion of tradition” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). Following much 
quotation104 of one particular Intangible Heritage Epicom member (Laurier Turgeon), and 
their statements against the use of the term ‘tradition’ in the definition, it was ultimately 
removed with the relevant passage in the definition amended to: “…practices and 
representations handed down from generation to generation and constantly recreated, in 
conjunction with any cultural objects or spaces associated with them, that a community or 
group recognizes as part of its cultural heritage…” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011).  
 
 
104 E.g. Monsieur Blanchet: “[Turgeon] speaks of the fact that UNESCO has revised the definition several times 
to finally extract the notion of tradition” and Ministre Saint-Pierre: “when [Turgeon] came to the parliamentary 




The debate highlighted several points concerning the influence of epicoms within this 
legislative process. The first was that the knowledge and expertise of epicoms were clearly 
utilised in a highly political fashion by the primary actors concerned. The recourse to one or 
other ‘authoritative’ expert in support of their positions enabled the possibility of political 
point-scoring. Yet the very existence of the debate suggests the success of the framing 
strategy that the epicoms adopted. Epicoms had succeeded in diffusing the necessity of a 
broader definition among policymakers and then succeeded in focusing the definitional 
debate upon technicalities – which ultimately gave them more opportunity to influence the 
outcome because of policymaker uncertainty. The ultimate outcome demonstrated the 
extent of this influence by installing much of the terminology105 favoured by the Intangible 
Heritage Epicom106. 
 
However, the committee study sessions also demonstrated the limits to epistemic 
community influence, especially when the financial implications of their policy enterprises 
were more evident. For example, the Intangible Heritage Epicom were united during the 
consultation sessions of the same committee that “…the bill is currently based on a logic [of] 
documentation…” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011), rather than a logic of usage. 
By this, it was meant that, as one Epicom member put it: “…we are in the process 
of…recognising this intangible heritage rather as a process and not as an object, that is to 
say a process which involves the community, its activities, its skills, all its practices, its 
beliefs…and so it is not only an object that we designate, that we identify…it is rather to opt 
for a rather dynamic approach to heritage” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). 
This stance was supported by other epicoms too, in particular members of the Built Heritage 
Epicom; “…the law cannot reduce the intangible heritage to mere commemoration” 
(Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). The connection between these epicoms lay 
within the idea of crafts and skills handed down through generations: “…one of the big 
problems… is the difficulty of finding artisans who are able to work on old buildings and who 
 
105 Including the notion of ‘recreation’ that had been proposed for inclusion by Turgeon during an earlier 
committee consultation session: “I regretted a little that there was no notion of recreation, you see, as in the 
UNESCO convention. The [UNESCO] definition speaks of…practices [that] are recreated with each generation 
and that there is also a link with material heritage…” 
106 Although it should be noted that this epicom had argued for an even more extensive definition during the 




have all the knowledge and expertise to do so” (Built Heritage Epicom member, Committee 
on Culture and Education, 2011).  
 
Therefore, the Intangible Heritage Epicom called for “… educational support measures and 
the strengthening of training and transmission institutions…” (Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011), while the Built Heritage Epicom argued it was necessary to “…recognise 
specific rights for tradespeople in traditional building and ensure their access to heritage 
sites…that requires changes to the labor law…” (Committee on Culture and Education, 
2011). However, Ministre Saint-Pierre made clear within the committee study sessions that 
the Projet was not designed to provide extra resources for the cultural heritage sector, 
whether financial or otherwise: “…it will keep coming back to the question of resources…we 
have a situation where…we are very strict on spending… But it is not the minister who 
decides resources, it is the government who decides resources. For the moment, we protect 
what we have” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). This statement makes clear 
that, while sectoral epicoms had achieved some success in promoting new conceptions of 
cultural heritage through framing strategies, they had not convinced the provincial 
government as a whole of the importance of cultural heritage with respect to other policy 
areas. The lack of new resources for the cultural heritage sector, with the exception of the 
Québec Cultural Heritage Fund (that became a permanent institutional source of funding 
rather than a temporary feature), was a distinctive feature of La Loi that prioritised 
protection through classification and regulation rather than active promotion. This clearly 
demonstrated that epicom framing, while effective at influencing strategic choices, can be 
severely restricted in its influence when faced with considerations that may be termed 
‘operational’ like financial and human resources. 
 
5.4. The Role of Municipalities 
One of the most important consequences of the problematisation of cultural heritage 
protection and the subsequent expansion of its definition was that it caused another 
problem107 in the form of the protection of cultural heritage landscapes. Landscapes are 
 





inherently multi-scalar in nature and do not necessarily bestride convenient territorial 
boundaries. They are not always of ‘national’ significance either. 
 
The resolution to the problem incorporated the formalisation of a new instance of MLG 
within the legislation. La Loi required that: “…the heritage designation of a cultural 
landscape must be requested by all the local municipalities, regional county municipalities 
and metropolitan communities whose territory includes all or part of the land area 
concerned” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011). “After obtaining the opinion of the conseil 
[du patrimoine culturel du Québec], the Minister establishes whether, in the Minister’s 
opinion, the application entitles the applicants to draw up a conservation plan” (Loi sur le 
patrimoine culturel 2011). If the plan is drawn up according to the criteria set within La Loi, 
and meets the subsequent approval of the Conseil; “…the Minister may recommend that the 
Government give heritage designation to the cultural landscape” (Loi sur le patrimoine 
culturel 2011).  
 
The new arrangements formalised were those relating to governmental actors across 
multiple levels and their associates (such as the Conseil). However, for any municipality to 
request a designation, non-governmental actors would be required (such as epicoms and 
ordinary citizens108) in the process as would be consistent with the MCC emphasis on a 
‘bottom-up participatory approach’ (Ministère de la Culture et des Communications, 2017). 
This instance did not exist prior to La Loi and was a direct result of the inclusion of 
landscapes within the definition of cultural heritage.  
 
The process builds upon that established within the previous Loi sur la conservation du 
patrimoine naturel in 2002. That law made the Ministre de l'Environnement solely 
responsible for proposing a designation of ‘humanised’ landscapes109, subject to a public 
consultation, as well as consultation with municipalities concerned. 
 
 
108 E.g. via a conseil local du patrimoine that each municipality was required to establish under La Loi. 
109 From the Loi sur la conservation du patrimoine naturel: “…an area established to protect the biodiversity of 
an inhabited area of water or land whose landscape and natural features have been shaped over time by 
human activities in harmony with nature and present outstanding intrinsic qualities the conservation of which 




However, the process for designation in La Loi set a higher threshold than in the former law, 
as it required concordance between a potentially disparate and loosely connected group of 
municipalities across multiple scales. In practice, this placed a severe restriction on the 
authority available to municipalities in this field, as one Built Heritage Epicom explained: 
“There have been two cases [of humanised landscapes] that have been attempted in 
Québec, including one on L'Isle-Verte where I am a municipal councillor, and this project 
which was filled with very good intentions could never be applied” (Committee on Culture 
and Education, 2011). This referred to the process for the Loi sur la conservation du 
patrimoine naturel where only consultation, rather than concordance, was necessary. 
 
Moreover, the new powers made available for municipalities were couched in terms of 
subsidiarity, as had been expounded within Le livre vert. Some groups felt this was an 
inappropriate conceptualisation when applied to landscapes: “By definition, the concept of 
the cultural landscape ignores administrative boundaries. It would therefore be entirely 
logical for the definition and designation of landscapes to be the responsibility of a 
supramunicipal body” (Québec Association of Industrial Heritage, Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011). But many simply felt that municipalities lacked the financial and human 
resources (i.e. expertise) to manage both this and other forms of cultural heritage 
effectively: “…we fear that many of the municipalities or RCMs do not have all the resources 
to play that role” (Culture Council of Gaspésie, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); 
“small municipalities can barely hire an inspector…” (Built Heritage Epicom member, 
Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “…Québec has approximately 1,115 
municipalities, 80% of which have a population of less than 5,000. According to a survey by 
the federation, the vast majority have less than 10 employees” (Federation of Québec 
Municipalities, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). 
 
Of those voices in assent, some were associated with better-resourced municipalities; “I 
agree a little with the bill in the sense that we should… mandate closer to communities” 
(Québec City Councillor, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “So they [Montreal 
City Council] asked the government you can give us more power; we're able to take it, and it 
will show that the metropole is able to take care of itself…” (Conservation Planning Epicom 




municipalities were, however, in agreement with the principle of subsidiarity: “The closer 
the power is to the citizen, generally, the more effective it is there. We agree on this” 
(Archaeology Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “… the role of 
municipalities and their involvement in the recognition and management of their heritage is 
essential…” (Québec Association of Industrial Heritage, Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011); “Expanding the possibilities for local municipalities, regional county 
municipalities and metropolitan communities with regard to the designation of cultural 
heritage landscapes seems to us an excellent avenue for communities…” (Abitibi-
Temiscamingue Regional Conference of Elected Officials, Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011). 
 
Yet, for both epicoms and municipalities, principle was less important for cultural heritage 
management effectiveness than practice: “It increases the responsibility of local and 
regional municipalities for protection without providing adequate financial resources”  
(Anglophone Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); 
“municipalities are poorly equipped… to face the challenges of preservation and heritage 
enhancement” (Historians Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “… 
the federation would like technical and financial support measures to be made available to 
municipalities with regard to their new powers and responsibilities... Without such means, 
the objectives of the new law cannot, in our view, be achieved” (Federation of Québec 
Municipalities, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011).  
 
Nevertheless, the limitations of epicom influence were again made clear, as the designation 
system remained within the legislation and no significant new sources of funding were 
provided to support municipalities in managing designated landscapes. Ministre Saint-
Pierre, in clarifying municipal worries regarding the burden of the new legislation, summed 
up the issues: “We will not want to quote110 because, there, we are entering a system, even 
if we have access to the Cultural Heritage Fund for restorations, we enter a system which is 
too complicated, which is too severe, where too many restrictions are imposed on us. Is that 
one of the fears ...? Can that explain the fear of quotation…?” (Committee on Culture and 
 
110 Quotation here referring to the process of designating heritage, including that of cultural landscapes, in 




Education, 2011) to which the municipal witness replied: “…yes, that explains these fears” 
(Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). No cultural landscapes have yet been 
designated in Québec since La Loi111. 
 
5.5. Actors and Instances of MLG 
The wicked problematisation of cultural heritage protection by epistemic communities that 
was encapsulated within a more holistic definition of the concept opened a path 
dependency towards a significant expansion of state responsibilities within that policy field. 
Expanding these responsibilities inevitably led to challenges to governance capacity and, 
ultimately, to governance change in the form of sharing responsibilities more widely across 
multiple levels via new instances of MLG. 
 
The extension of the definition to include cultural landscapes exemplified these challenges. 
The multi-scalar and cross-boundary nature of landscapes necessitated the formation of a 
new instance of MLG to resolve the problem of protecting them as cultural heritage. 
Subsidiarity was favoured in principle by epicoms112 and policymakers for designation of 
cultural heritage assets. However, fear of the governance capacity of lower levels (such as 
municipalities) among epicoms led them to argue against extending an instance of MLG 
beyond the supramunicipal level in this situation, as management of cultural landscapes 
could not be effectively achieved by municipalities under their then-current conditions. 
Nevertheless, the limits of epicom influence were exposed here, as the MCC would be 
unmoved in their determination that they could not provide further financial assistance to 
the sector beyond that already announced. 
 
The fact that no cultural landscape has been designated since the passage of La Loi suggests 
that the institution of a high threshold for this instance of MLG may have generated a new 
problem of coordinating agreement between multiple municipal scales based upon lack of 
capacity and resources. This aligns with recent theorisation in the MLG literature that posits 
 
111 According to the Répertoire du patrimoine culturel du Québec. 
112 Epicoms in cultural heritage generally favoured subsidiarity because it aligned with their causal and 
principled beliefs that cultural communities responsible for conceiving of an asset as cultural heritage should 
be responsible for its management. See the Nara Document on Authenticity (1994) developed by ICOMOS, and 




that MLG arrangements designed for problem-solving can equally generate problems in turn 
(Maggetti & Trein, 2019). Then again, it may be that this was a method for the MCC to 
control designations in this area while giving the appearance of sharing authority, as the 
implications for protecting potentially large tracts of land as cultural heritage could affect 
provincial government objectives in other policy fields113. Either way, it appears to represent 
a case of problem-resolution mismatch, where the MLG instance was designed to resolve a 
different problem from the one posited by epicoms. 
 
It is also important to note that, on balance, epicoms tended to favour MLG resolutions to 
problems. However, as in this case, the effective implementation of resolutions was of most 
importance to epicoms because it most closely related to the attainment of their causal 
beliefs and policy enterprise of robust protection for cultural heritage in all its forms. This 
conclusion, though, is based upon the study of epicoms within the cultural heritage policy 
field. It may be that epicoms within other fields may not necessarily favour MLG resolutions 
depending upon how they relate to the causal and principled beliefs of those epicoms. 
 
A favourable outcome for epicoms of conceptualising cultural heritage as a wicked problem 
was that it appeared to open new opportunities for the institutionalisation of epicoms and 
their ideas and values. 
 
For example, the requirement to produce conservation plans in relation to the management 
of most aspects of cultural heritage within La Loi created two forms of demand for 
expertise, which could be filled by epicoms working with the MCC, municipalities, or both. 
One form of demand related to the drafting and preparation of the plans that required 
specialist research and technical skills. The second form related to the necessity of 
monitoring and evaluating existing plans to ensure their compliance with best practice and 
province-wide standards. They represented a further minor instance of MLG114 in response 
to the problem of how to ensure and assess appropriate minimum standards of protection 
of cultural heritage assets.  
 
113 Natural resource exploitation is an obvious corollary here. 
114 In that the process of developing and implementing plans required governmental and non-governmental 




However, despite the widespread requirement to produce conservation plans, calls by some 
epicoms to go even further were ignored. For example, one Intangible Heritage Epicom 
member in particular made the point with respect to intangible heritage: “… [we] request 
that the intangible heritage be the subject of a safeguarding plan, in the same way as other 
heritage… We were inspired… by a practice which is indicated in the [UNESCO] convention of 
2003” (Intangible Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). 
Yet, for intangible heritage, a ‘safeguarding’ (read: conservation) plan may have required 
new sources of funding to be created by the MCC in order to implement it given the 
increased focus on promotion and transmission of this form of cultural heritage. This may 
have been a factor in the production of a guidance document in place of the permission of 
conservation plans. 
 
Guidance documents, although not mandated by La Loi, were another potential source of 
demand for expertise that arose from the extension of state responsibilities required by the 
wicked problematisation of cultural heritage. New guidance for individuals and 
organisations involved in the management of cultural heritage forms extended or added by 
La Loi was again necessary to ensure that the aim of “…promot[ing], in the public interest 
and from a sustainable development perspective, the knowledge, protection, enhancement 
and transmission of cultural heritage…” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011) was met 
satisfactorily. The production of such guidance required specialist expertise beyond that 
which existed within the MCC and so created a demand that was fulfilled by the 
Archaeology and Intangible Heritage Epicoms, respectively. 
 
The production of these documents allowed both epicoms to offer their own policy 
prescriptions and resolutions at micro scales to diffuse and embed their ideas and values 
within their respective fields. It also enabled them to act as indirect gatekeepers for their 
fields in ensuring that only actors and organisations meeting specific criteria would be able 
to conduct knowledge generating or transmission activities for example. Yet the diffusion of 
their ideas and values would have been necessarily limited by the extent to which they 
aligned with provincial government aims and priorities. The emphasis upon the proactivity 




of MLG instances as resolutions to problems of capacity, may have demonstrated provincial 
perspectives as much as epicom perspectives. 
 
Nevertheless, for both epicoms and the MCC, guidance documents may also have been seen 
as useful policy instruments because they facilitated more specific regulation of technical 
standards and permitted potentially deeper diffusion of ideas and values across society. For 
example, practices of governance could be encouraged – such as reaching cultural 
agreements with the MCC or partnership-working with private sector organisations – that 
may have been more difficult to implement within legislation. Similarly, the guidance 
documents illustrated the wider benefits to municipalities (and others) of investing in 
cultural heritage protection, which suggested attempts to change the way that such bodies 
conceived of cultural heritage from being a resource burden to an asset.  
 
A final major benefit to epicoms was that guidance documents represented tools that may 
be updated more regularly than legislation as practices within the sector changed. This 
enabled epicoms that compiled such documents to potentially meet an ongoing source of 
demand for expertise in response to the latest updates in cultural heritage protection 
standards. This would permit them to continually institutionalise their micro-scale 
prescriptions for policy and to update and diffuse their ideas and values on a regular basis. 
They would also be able to do so under conditions of less competition for the 
institutionalisation of ideas than through legislation. The specific and technical nature of 
guidance documents necessarily excluded non-expert groups from participation in their 
production and restricted expert groups to those within specific fields of knowledge – which 
may have privileged larger epicoms with greater resources. 
 
Yet the most evident and direct method for epicoms to institutionalise their members and 
their ideas was via representation within governmental bodies. The evidence suggests that 
many epicoms were vocal in their determination to represent their field of knowledge on 
bodies such as the Conseil du patrimoine culturel du Québec that played an important 
policy advisory and monitoring role (that grew following the passage of La Loi). However, 
this point provided perhaps the most telling insights into inter-epicom dynamics that have 




competing interest groups. Once their shared episteme appeared likely to be achieved, 
epicoms began to compete to attain or retain institutionalised positions with cultural 
heritage governance, rather than continue to cooperate by pursuing their episteme to its 
conclusion i.e. the expansion and diversification of representation. This led to many 
institutionalised epicoms choosing not to advocate for diversified representation from new 
cultural heritage fields that undermined advocacy efforts in this regard generally. The 
evidence of epicom gatekeeping over the position of fields of knowledge within governance 
suggests that under these circumstances they should not be considered as impartial actors 
but, rather, as self-interested actors. Such actions will inevitably have consequences for 
those included and excluded from channels of influence over policymaking and governance. 
It is, for example, the case that the current Conseil does not contain a representative from 
an Indigenous background or with expertise in Indigenous or intangible heritage forms. 
 
Overall, it was clear that epistemic community actions in conceptualising cultural heritage 
protection as a wicked problem entailed significant consequences for multi-level 
governance, both in the establishment of new instances of MLG and also in the wider 
institutionalisation of epicom ideas and values. The framing of a newly expanded definition 
of cultural heritage was crucial in opening up the opportunity for path dependencies to form 
in extending state responsibilities beyond the capacity of any one level of governance. And, 
although epicoms generally appeared to express preferences for MLG resolutions to 
problems, these preferences were tempered by their desire to ensure that their policy 
enterprises, encapsulating their causal beliefs, were implemented effectively. 
 
5.6. Institutionalisation of Epicoms 
The reconceptualisation of cultural heritage as a wicked problem may have legitimised the 
participation of epicoms within its resolution and provided opportunities for their 
subsequent institutionalisation. 
 
5.6.1. Conservation Plans 
For example, an important feature of La Loi was the institutionalisation of governance 
instruments known as conservation plans, which municipalities were required to establish 




“The Minister must establish, with all possible dispatch, a conservation plan for each 
heritage immovable and site… The plan must include the Minister’s guidelines for the 
preservation, rehabilitation and, if applicable, the enhancement of the immovable or site 
according to its heritage value and the elements that characterize it” (Loi sur le patrimoine 
culturel 2011). Plans produced by ministers must then be shared with the relevant local 
municipalities. 
 
The addition of a requirement to produce conservation plans within the legislation for the 
first time was significant. Conservation plans have been an important tool for managing the 
protection of cultural heritage sites since their conception in Australia during the 1980s 
(Kerr, 1982)115. They have since been promoted by cultural heritage experts worldwide116 
and, as Le livre vert explained; “…yields interesting results and encourages planning. It is a 
document that defines the measures to be taken to ensure the long-term survival of a 
threatened property and which specifies for each measure a level of priority, a timeframe for 
completion and a person responsible” (Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a). Le livre vert duly 
recommended their inclusion in La Loi and for municipalities to be responsible for their 
development and implementation under their jurisdiction. 
 
However, as Le livre vert pointed out, “…there must be an exchange of expertise…” 
(Gouvernement du Québec, 2007a) for conservation plans to be developed because they 
typically require significant research and assessments of significance (Clark, 2000). 
Legislating for such plans to be developed, therefore, has the effect of institutionalising 
demand for expertise that may favour the continued presence of epicoms due to its status 
as a scope condition for influence. This may be said to be the case for the categorising of 
cultural heritage as a wicked problem more generally. In doing so, epicoms increase the 
opportunities for new problems to be identified, which in turn may require new resolutions 
founded upon the demand for expertise. 
 
In this case, conservation plans as governance instruments facilitated monitoring and 
regulation of standards, which also necessitated demand for expertise. For example, La Loi 
 
115 Based on extending the logic of the Burra Charter. 




stated that “On the recommendation of the Minister, who obtains the opinion of the conseil 
[du patrimoine culturel du Québec], the Government may withdraw the heritage 
designation of a cultural landscape if… (1) the conservation plan is not being applied; or (2) 
the conservation plan was changed in a manner that compromises the landscape protection 
and, if applicable, the landscape enhancement objectives” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 
2011). Here, the Conseil (which possessed several epicom members) was institutionalised 
further as a monitor of standards, due to the need to assess the technical consequences of 
municipal changes to plans or lack of adherence to their processes.  
 
This process, involving governmental and non-governmental actors assessing the activities 
of governmental and non-governmental actors at lower levels of governance, was a 
specifically multi-level resolution to the problem of maintaining standards. This balancing of 
authority across multiple levels, with a strong centre monitoring the work of lower levels, 
was preferred by many epicom members: “So it is necessary for the State to retain its role of 
guardian precisely in order to impose certain modalities or impose certain procedures” 
(Archaeology Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “…we favor 
democratic centralism. Everyone recognizes that it is wrong to think that a weak center 
strengthens the periphery. This is not the true meaning of decentralization…” (Museums 
Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “It seems important to us 
that the Government of Québec be the guarantor of the common good. Getting closer to the 
communities concerned is essential, but we are concerned about a transfer of responsibilities 
to the municipalities…” (Québec Association of Industrial Heritage, Committee on Culture 
and Education, 2011). 
 
5.6.2. Guidance Documents 
In addition to conservation plans, epicoms also attempted to institutionalise other methods 
of demand stimulation, which equally served as vehicles to institutionalise epicom ideas and 
values. Guidance documents, containing knowledge and procedures that act as best practice 
standards for all individuals and organisations within the cultural heritage sector, were 
published on a small scale by the MCC prior to La Loi. However, during and after the passage 
of La Loi, some epicoms sought to take advantage of a potential source of demand for 




admitted during the process that the demand existed: “…we have planned that there will be 
guides that will be prepared after the bill is passed…” (Committee on Culture and Education, 
2011). Members of the Archaeology Epicom were among the most proactive in establishing 
their suitability to meet this demand: “…the [MCC] granted, as soon as Bill 82 was published, 
financial assistance to [us] for the production of a guide intended for municipalities in 
Québec” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011) for which the Ministre was grateful 
“…I think it was a good initiative on your part… we are very proud to have contributed to it” 
(Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). 
 
For the epicom, the guidance document could act as an instrument to implement their 
policy resolutions founded in their causal beliefs to a variety of technical problems that 
municipalities may encounter in protecting their archaeological heritage, while they could 
also act as a regulatory instrument for establishing best practice standards. These standards 
could even function as effective gatekeeping devices to control which archaeologists or 
organisations might be permitted to work on archaeological projects by specifying 
conditions such as required certification or experience. 
 
For example, in terms of epicom values (as defined by their principled beliefs), the guidance 
document produced by Archaeology Epicom evidently promotes a proactive municipal 
mindset that values cultural heritage: “The potential study is the ideal management tool for 
municipalities that want to determine their areas of archaeological interest, especially 
because the new law on cultural heritage gives them more power in the management of 
heritage properties” (Archéo-Québec, 2012). It also specifies uses of archaeological research 
for municipalities and aims to demonstrate its necessity: “If the interventions on a site in a 
municipality inform about the lifestyle of the people who lived there, the excavation of 
several sites in the same municipality can bring out all the cultural diversity… [so] 
archaeologists must be provided with the means necessary to produce regional syntheses… 
However, for municipalities or RCMs, such a document is capable of providing a considerable 
amount of information that can serve as the basis for development axes specific to the 
history of their territory. By referring to it, each municipality will be able to produce a 




past by means of leaflets, commemorative plaques, interpretation circuits or reminders on 
the ground” (Archéo-Québec, 2012).  
 
The document also contains a section117 designed to alleviate municipal fears over financing 
such works that encourages municipalities to lead on developing new instances of MLG by 
pooling resources and partnership-working: “The cultural development agreement118 is the 
ideal vehicle to start filling up your toolbox because new studies can be carried out from year 
to year… potential studies can also be funded by a partnership between municipalities and 
RCMs or by the Regional Conference of Elected Officers… Municipalities can also come 
together to design management tools” (Archéo-Québec, 2012). Partnerships with other 
actors, such as organisations like Hydro-Québec or the non-profit sector, are similarly 
promoted: “Other partnerships can be envisaged, in particular with… educational 
institutions (CEGEPs119 and universities), museum institutions and any other organisation 
concerned with the preservation of heritage” (Archéo-Québec, 2012). This section again 
demonstrates how the ‘problem’ of financing, deriving from the wicked problem of cultural 
heritage protection, had generated resolutions from epicoms founded upon developing 
instances of MLG to share governance and access new resources. 
 
Several other guidance documents were produced following La Loi. However, the only other 
document relating directly to the updated provisions of the legislation discussed intangible 
heritage, which was again aimed primarily at explaining the significance of the subject to 
municipalities. The document was designed in a collaboration by the MCC and members of 
the Intangible Heritage Epicom, some of which had become institutionalised because it they 
had been “…accredited by UNESCO to provide advisory functions to the Intergovernmental 
Committee within the framework of the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the 
Intangible Cultural Heritage” (Conseil québécois du patrimoine vivant et le ministère de la 
Culture et des Communications du Québec, 2018). It maintained a similarly proactive 
 
117 Entitled “Archaeology is very beautiful – but how much does it cost?” 
118 “… several RCMs and municipalities benefit [from] a cultural development agreement with the MCC, 
through their regional office” (Archéo-Québec, 2012). 
119 A CEGEP (Collège d’enseignement general et professionel) is an institution unique to Québec in Canada that 





approach to municipalities: “Municipal authorities are invited to support priority projects or 
regular activities which are led in whole or in part by the carriers of tradition… by their 
associative representatives or by living heritage mediators” (Conseil québécois du 
patrimoine vivant et le ministère de la Culture et des Communications du Québec, 2018). It 
also aimed to encourage the development of new instances of MLG to resolve problems of 
governance capacity: “For almost 40 years, the MCC has concluded cultural development 
agreements with municipalities and RCMs in Québec. The MCC considers them to be the best 
partners to determine and respond to the needs of their residents” (Conseil québécois du 
patrimoine vivant et le ministère de la Culture et des Communications du Québec, 2018). 
Although, in this case, it is clear that the ‘partnership’ was more hierarchical: “As part of [a 
cultural development agreement] with a municipality, the MCC has a particular interest in 
projects…” (Conseil québécois du patrimoine vivant et le ministère de la Culture et des 
Communications du Québec, 2018), where follows a list of areas favoured by the MCC for 
intervention.  
 
The latter document in particular highlights the shadow of authority behind their creation. 
Although they were consistent with epicom beliefs and values in the necessity of being 
proactive to protect cultural heritage, they also reflected the MCC’s attempts to encourage 
municipalities to assume greater responsibilities, as they had done in their continued 
references to the importance of subsidiarity during the consultations. It is unclear to what 
extent epicoms possessed the latitude to deviate from this line but, in any event, the 
documents represented a concordance of preferences between the provincial government 
and epicoms that served to further their respective policy goals.  
 
5.6.3. Representation 
The above processes constituted both resolutions to problems and indirect methods of 
institutionalising expertise. However, epicoms also pursued direct methods of 
institutionalisation, which involved appeals to be considered for representation within 
governance organisations. Many argued for a role in representing their field of knowledge 
on the Conseil: “CPNIE is also of the opinion that the consultation body… should have an 
expert among its members in matters of Innu heritage” (Innu Essipit First Nations Council, 




professional archaeologists” (Archaeology Epicom member, Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011); “We therefore strongly encourage you to reserve at least one of the 
seats… to a member of the English-speaking community” (Anglophone Heritage Epicom 
member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “… we would like the museum 
community to be adequately represented on this council” (Museums Epicom member, 
Committee on Culture and Education, 2011).  
 
Those most obviously arguing for representation were among those groups without existing 
recognition (as was the case with most of those above). These calls, and their supporting 
arguments, offer important glimpses at competition between epicoms and how they 
negotiate barriers to entry and even play gatekeeping roles. For, while the episteme of a 
holistic conception of cultural heritage had been utilised in many other arguments, few 
epicoms with existing representation on the Conseil referred to it in favour of diversifying its 
membership. This lack of support excluded the subject from wider debate. With only 12 
seats on the Conseil, privileged epicoms may have chosen to secure their institutionalised 
positions rather than opening them up to competition, indicating that there remained 
significant divisions within the sector. In this way multiple epicoms participating in the same 
policymaking process acted no differently from multiple interest groups in competing to 
institutionalise their influence once their common policy goals had been achieved. 
 
5.7. Epistemic Communities and their Relationships 
One of the clearest measures for the success of the cultural heritage epicoms that 
participated in the consultation for La Loi and the preceding reports was the passage of La 
Loi itself. Although it had taken 20 years from the point at which epicoms originally began 
their policy enterprises, their sustained campaigning over that period resulted in a clear 
impact on provincial governance and perceptions, culminating in the achievement of their 
primary policy goal. While other demands of epicoms remained unsatisfied, such as multiple 
and sustained sources of funding, progress had been made in many areas with (some) 




governance. The resulting legislation was one of the most progressive and holistic acts to 
protect cultural heritage in Canada120.  
 
In terms of more specific aims, the holistic nature of the definition of cultural heritage was 
another major achievement by epicoms, which ultimately caused the biggest impact upon 
multi-level governance arrangements for policymaking. Epicoms perceived that a resolution 
to the ‘problem’ of cultural heritage protection would be to achieve a broader 
understanding of cultural heritage by recognising the interconnectivity of its multiplicity of 
forms. In so doing, not only would more elements of cultural heritage be eligible for 
designation, but more dimensions of cultural heritage would be considered by a ‘whole 
government’ approach. Essentially, in order to enhance the perceived salience of cultural 
heritage among policymakers and ‘demand’121 for their expertise, epicoms aimed to 
reconceptualise it from being a bounded policy problem to being a complex wicked 
problem122.  
 
The successes of epicoms in wicked problematising cultural heritage has already been noted 
in the previous chapter. This included their increasing association of identity in its linguistic 
cultural form with cultural heritage through the successive Arpin Reports in a context of 
contentious politics surrounding provincial identity deriving from the referendum on 
Québec sovereignty in 1995. That holistic definition was then reproduced within the Loi sur 
le développement durable. This legislation incorporated the protection of cultural heritage 
as a key principle of sustainability to be observed by the whole provincial government. It 
acknowledged that cultural heritage was a social, and not just a technical, issue while at the 
same time presenting a broad definition that masked formidable complexity. The continuing 
salience of cultural heritage was evidenced with Le livre vert the following year that 
 
120 The neighbouring provinces of New Brunswick and Ontario, for example, both introduced cultural heritage 
legislation during the mid to late 2000s that focused primarily upon archaeological and built heritage – not 
including intangible or landscape heritage. See the Heritage Conservation Act (New Brunswick) and the Ontario 
Heritage Act. 
121 One of the key scope conditions for epicom influence. 
122 One distinctive trait of wicked problems is that they are both complex technically but also socially (see 
Peters, 2017 and Head, 2019). Relating cultural heritage to identity, in this case the linguistic cultural identity 
of the province, linked it to a social and political force (and, ultimately, to contentious politics). Other heritage 




proposed the same broad definition that would act as the foundation of a holistic and 
socially connected new law. 
 
Finally, following further influence by individual epicoms (such as the Intangible Heritage 
Epicom), the definition of cultural heritage that had been so consistently framed in broad 
terms by multiple epicoms over 20 years was enlarged further within La Loi itself. Presenting 
cultural heritage as a wicked problem by framing its definition in broad, politically and 
socially relevant terms appeared to have created continued demand for specifically expert 
advice, which was met through several expert advisory groups and major parliamentary 
consultations (all involving epicoms). The eventual legislation reflected the influence of 
multiple interests – including the provincial government and the municipalities – and yet the 
expansion of state responsibilities and extension of MLG instances were primarily the result 
of concerted and consistent epicom influence. 
 
5.8. Linguistic Cultural Identity as a Mediator 
The passage of La Loi demonstrated the continuing influence of the mediation of linguistic 
cultural identity on the relationships of epistemic communities. However, this influence was 
manifested in different ways and to differing extents than during the earlier period of 
development of cultural heritage policy in Québec, with one major exception. 
 
As with the period prior to La Loi, epicoms continued to act as significant conduits and 
interpreters of international ideas and values, with several epicom members attempting to 
diffuse concepts from international cultural heritage organisations such as ICOMOS and 
UNESCO. What was left unspoken at the time, however, was the role that linguistic cultural 
identity played in permitting epicoms to undertake such a function as one Conservation 
Planning Epicom member explained: “I think it does, the language does contain, in a certain 
way the expertise, or constrain the expertise to more Québec firms” because “… [contacting 
the provincial government] can't be done by a company or corporation or someone who's a 
member of a professional [body]; that must be done in French. So it's, I think that there's a 
more localised market, or more localised expertise here” (Conservation Planning Epicom 
member, personal communication, June 1, 2018). The political desire to retain French as the 




politics concerning the political status and identity of the province in the federation, and to 
enforce its usage in engagements with the provincial government, ensured that 
Francophone epicoms would be afforded a privileged position in determining which 
international ideas and values were diffused into the domestic cultural heritage sector. 
 
This may have been enabling for Francophone epicoms for two reasons. The first was that, 
with the range of potential sources for diffusion of international cultural heritage ideas and 
values curtailed, Francophone epicoms became one of the few actors able to take 
advantage of the politically dynamic aspect of linguistic cultural identity. That is, the 
perception of Québec as a distinct society based upon this identity construct encouraged 
comparisons beyond Canadian borders with other sovereign states, which may have made 
epicom appeals to international standards a popular strategy. Certainly, there were 
indications that the province was open to measuring itself by those standards, as the 
Conservation Planning Epicom member noted: “… expanding the values approach, was 
definitely internationally influenced. The moving away from just historicity, architectural sort 
of concentrations into broader values…” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal 
communication, June 1, 2018). This suggested that some of the values by which the 
province signified cultural heritage had evolved to keep pace with international standards in 
the past. 
 
Secondly, however, the mediation of linguistic cultural identity may have enabled 
Francophone epicoms to act as gatekeepers once again. In maintaining an influential 
position in interpreting international concepts epicoms may have been able to restrict which 
ideas could be disseminated. This may have been evident during Le livre vert consultations 
that appeared to emphasise protection for the majority French language above the minority 
languages of the province contrary to international standards. Nevertheless, it did not 
necessarily prevent individual experts originating from outside Québec joining local epicoms 
and becoming institutionalised, as one Landscape Heritage Epicom member noted: “I would 




the council123” (Landscape Heritage Epicom member, personal communication, May 29, 
2018). 
 
An opposing trend also offered glimpses of how the mediation of linguistic cultural identity 
was mitigated, to some extent, as a mediator in epicom behaviours and relationships. The 
trend was for epicoms diffusing more locally based ‘citizen’ ideas and values into the 
policymaking process too. One Built Heritage Epicom member noted that experts based 
within non-profit organisations could be especially significant here: “… Héritage Montréal 
hosts lots of meetings that are to discuss policy and then forwards those views back to the 
city” (Built Heritage Epicom member, personal communication, May 16, 2018). Indeed, 
throughout the consultation sessions relating to the La Loi, epicoms continually made 
reference to the importance of citizen perspectives in defining heritage: “… [intangible 
heritage is] a process which involves the community, its activities, its skills, all its practices, 
its beliefs, so on…” (Intangible Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture and 
Education, 2011); “A neighbourhood is a landscape, in our opinion… We think a lot about the 
Chemin du Roy, but let's think about the big road that walks, that the Amerindian nations 
have taught us to recognize in the rivers of Québec. The landscapes are the views… It is very 
difficult to touch a view, but it is very easy to recognize and appreciate it…” (Built Heritage 
Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “To define well, then it must 
be done with local communities… It is therefore necessary to name and identify the heritage 
with the local communities” (Québec City Councillor, Committee on Culture and Education, 
2011). 
 
The interpretation of a variety of citizen ideas and values helped to ensure that epicoms 
were better able to represent a larger diversity of perspectives on the importance of 
numerous attributes that constitute cultural heritage and to forge popular legitimacy within 
the context of contentious politics. There were, however, indications that the linguistic 
cultural identity of the Québecois shaped how epicoms interpreted international standards: 
“Québec in particular has always been very preoccupied by songs… arts and crafts, a range 
of other things that are very much a part of the heritage of that culture and these of course 
 




were largely excluded initially by international organisations that defined, you know, which 
king and which castle was worthy of being protected” (Landscape Heritage Epicom member, 
personal communication, May 29, 2018). The Conservation Planning Epicom member 
illustrated the nature of the challenge facing epicoms who engage with both international 
and local values: “Cultural heritage is universal… But it's that expertise about how do we 
intervene that becomes more local, or what's important to everybody that is more local, and 
there's obviously a risk that - of a disconnect. But I think, what the international charters are 
interesting for, from my point of view, is that they do encompass broader goals [that] can 
be… more universally applied; why it's important to protect, why it's important to increase 
the protection... But… the history of the actual objects are far more local, so I think… the 
expertise needs to be more local but they have to be able to understand and work within the 
broad context. We don't want every country in every nation of the world coming up with 
different sort of ways to approach how do we intervene…” (Conservation Planning Epicom 
member, personal communication, June 1, 2018) In effect, epicoms working within the 
cultural heritage field were required to be value mediators (and even arbiters), reconciling 
local concerns with international notions of significance. This requirement to engage with 
value discourses makes any attempt to avoid the mediation of local linguistic cultural 
identity problematic. 
 
The very issue of identity was more explicitly referenced during the latter stages of the 
passage of La Loi too. Even more than in previous consultations, epicoms proved willing to 
engage positively with the linguistic cultural identity construct, which secured the cultural 
heritage policy field firmly within the political realm of debate: “Cultural heritage, for us, is a 
source of knowledge and identity. It tangibly embodies our history. Heritage firmly anchors 
the identity of a people in a territory” (Museums Epicom member, Committee on Culture 
and Education, 2011); “I would say, [heritage] is an integral part of the identity of Québecers 
and it is an element that they use a lot, eh, in the affirmation of their identity” (Intangible 
Heritage Epicom member, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “… let's think of 
some of our places, our rocks, our rivers and some of our trees, these are natural elements, 
but which have a very powerful value in our identity” (Built Heritage Epicom member, 
Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). There are also clear examples that the 




all the other First Nations, our territory… is in direct link with our identity, because it is 
through it that the process of transmission of our know-how, Innu Aitun, of our language, 
the Innu Aimun, of our traditions and our way of life… is carried out from generation to 
generation” (Innu Essipit First Nations Council, 2010); “We believe we can say that Bill 82, in 
its current form, does not sufficiently protect the identity of Île d'Orléans…” (Citizens Group 
for the Protection of Île d'Orléans, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). 
 
The salience of the link between cultural heritage and linguistic cultural identity was 
confirmed by the first amendment to the Projet, which was passed within a Culture and 
Education Committee study debate. The Ministre shared her opinion on the relationship: “I 
can say that cultural heritage is a shared source of memory and values and that it promotes 
a sense of identity, belonging and continuity” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011) 
and reiterated the importance of this conception several times: “All that is cultural is 
necessarily identity” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011); “I have the impression 
that the absence of the concept of identity in the Bill deprives it of an important part of its 
soul” (Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). Nevertheless, the Ministre appeared 
reluctant to concede an amendment by the opposition spokesperson on culture, Monsieur 
Blanchet: “The whole Bill, I think, in its entirety really has an identity scope” (Committee on 
Culture and Education, 2011) and was backed up by a government lawyer: “… as it is already 
registered in the Sustainable Development Act as one of its fundamental principles, there is 
no need to repeat it there in the law” (Heléne Gagnon, Committee on Culture and Education, 
2011). However, Monsieur Blanchet eventually succeeded in ensuring that the notion of 
identity was stated clearly at the beginning of La Loi: “… if we agree that heritage is indeed a 
factor of belonging to a common culture, that it is an identity factor, since it is fundamental, 
I would have liked it to appear straight away in the very beginning of the wording of the 
law” (Yves-Francois Blanchet, Committee on Culture and Education, 2011). The explanatory 
notes at the beginning of La Loi set out its objectives including: “The object of this Act is to 
promote, in the public interest and from a sustainable development perspective, the 
knowledge, protection, enhancement and transmission of cultural heritage, which is a 
reflection of a society’s identity” (Loi sur le patrimoine culturel 2011). This description 
strongly echoes that of cultural heritage from the Loi sur le développement durable passed 




Linguistic cultural identity as a mediating factor upon epicoms was most evident here. The 
close relationship between this identity construct and one of the central political dynamics 
and sources of contentious politics of the province appeared to have been used 
advantageously by epicoms to ensure that cultural heritage remained a salient issue within 
the political realm. The link between cultural heritage and identity was notably accepted 
equally by epicoms and policymakers, perhaps demonstrating the growing association 
between the two since La politique originally linked them together. In any event, the 
mediation of this form of identity had proven a key element of the wicked problematisation 
of cultural heritage, which helped to mitigate arguments against its broad 
reconceptualisation.    
 
5.9. Conclusion 
This chapter concludes by noting that epistemic communities eventually proved highly 
successful in maintaining a 20-year campaign to ensure that cultural heritage protection in 
Québec was renewed to better reflect changing ideas and standards across the sector since 
the 1970s. 
 
Multiple epistemic communities worked together by sharing the common episteme of a 
holistic definition of cultural heritage that they successfully diffused into the new Loi sur le 
patrimoine culturel by virtue of reconceptualising the issue as a wicked problem. This 
opened up a path dependency that required a broad interpretation of cultural heritage that 
accounted for the social qualities of cultural heritage beyond the technical aspects. Cultural 
heritage epicoms then slowly associated this with linguistic cultural identity to remove the 
issue of cultural heritage protection into the political realm in a highly unusual strategy. Yet 
this removal proved vital for sustaining a long-term campaign that continued to remain 
salient for policymakers who, after returning to the issue on several occasions, eventually 
passed a new law and accepted the importance of cultural heritage in expressing this 
linguistic cultural identity. 
 
But in problematising cultural heritage protection epicoms also made multi-level resolutions 
of this problem more likely. On the one hand, they tended to favour multi-level resolutions 




conceptions of management, while the challenge of expanding state responsibilities to 
manage multi-scalar cultural heritage forms proved beyond the capacity of individual levels 
of governance. New instances of MLG were, therefore, created and/or extended to attempt 
to resolve the new problems perceived. Yet these new instances were equally capable of 
generating their own problems that required further multi-level resolutions – thus 
embedding the idea that cultural heritage was a wicked problem. 
 
The problematisation of cultural heritage and new instances of MLG also opened new 
opportunities for the institutionalisation of epicoms by cultivating new sources of demand 
for expertise. The addition of governance and policy instruments such as conservation plans 
and guidance documents required epicom participation in their production and monitoring. 
This, in turn, permitted epicoms further opportunities to extend their influence by diffusing 
their ideas and values across multiple levels of governance and society. However, the extent 
to which this was made possible only because of their alignment with provincial government 
objectives was uncertain, although there were clear indications of provincial input in 
encouraging proactivity and responsibility at lower levels of governance. 
 
But institutionalisation could be both an enabler and a restrictor of epicom enterprises. In 
attempting to secure wider representation of cultural heritage forms within governance 
bodies, some epicoms chose to act as gatekeepers, thereby excluding some forms of 
cultural heritage from key positions of influence. This included minority heritage such as 
those of Anglophones and Indigenous groups. It may also have indicated that epicoms can 
at times stifle debate and diversity of thought as much as encourage it when protecting 
their own interests. 
 
Lastly, this chapter has shown that linguistic cultural identity may have acted as a mediator 
of epicom behaviours and relationships in multiple ways, especially in restricting those who 
were able to interpret international ideas and values within domestic arenas. Combining 
their role here with their role as interpreters of local values, too, epicoms acted as value 
mediators that played a potentially significant part in deciding whose cultural heritage 





In summary, this chapter has demonstrated the usefulness of considering epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance together by highlighting the important links 
between knowledge diffusion and utilisation and governance forms, as well as illustrating 
some key factors that mediate who and what is included or excluded within the resultant 




























6. Cultural Heritage Confined: The Emergence of the Historic 
Environment in Wales 
 
6.1. Introduction 
In a similar manner to the division of the chapters on the Québec case, this chapter will 
examine the emergence of key ideas and themes upon which the provisions of the Historic 
Environment (Wales) Act 2016 were based, as well as discerning the factors and influences 
upon actors and governance arrangements during the development period of the 
legislation. This is necessary in order to devote analytical space to the actor relationships 
that were so crucial in confining cultural heritage policy to more closely delineated limits 
than those seen in Québec. 
 
The chapter will be analysed in a similar manner and using the same categories of analysis 
as in the previous two chapters. However, in an important exception to this, the linguistic 
cultural identity analytical stream will not be present in this chapter. During the early stages 
of development of the Historic Environment Bill, there were very few references to themes 
related to identity, either explicit or implicit. Owing to this lack of evidence it was not 
practical to explore the issue here. It may be that this implies that linguistic cultural identity 
was not a relevant dimension of consideration for participating actors or that the Welsh 
Government’s original problematisation of the legislation restricted opportunities for 
engagement124. 
 
Yet identity considerations with respect to linguistic culture do emerge later in the process 
(as detailed in the next chapter). Notably, these were introduced by actors previously 
peripheral to the process, in addition to awareness raising activities by members of the 
public. This suggests that such identity considerations do exist in Wales, but in a more 
diffuse state than in Québec, requiring a specific motivating issue of contentious politics to 
coalesce. This issue will be further explored in the following chapter. 
 
 
124 Early indications suggested a focus upon listed buildings – which possessed a much less obvious relationship 




For now, this chapter will begin by briefly summarising prior legislation relating to cultural 
heritage in Wales, before turning to consider the origins and development of the Historic 
Environment Bill. 
 
6.2. Epistemic Communities and Cultural Heritage in Wales 
Epistemic communities representing cultural heritage disciplines in Wales were both more 
highly institutionalised within subnational governance than their counterparts in Québec 
and less diverse than those in the province. 
 
With respect to institutionalisation, no epicom members represented international level 
bodies as some had done in Québec, but several operated within UK-wide national 
organisations such as Sir Brooke Boothby (Historic Houses Association) and Jonathan 
Thompson (Country Land & Business Association). Some, such as Thompson and Dr Mike 
Heyworth (Council of British Archaeology), were based in England and invited to be part of 
the policymaking process as External Reference Group members due to their expertise in UK 
level historic environment policy. This was in stark contrast to the situation in Québec where 
no experts were sought in Canadian cultural heritage policy. However, many other epicom 
members were highly institutionalised at the subnational level, such as the Directors of the 
Welsh Archaeological Trusts and the Secretary of the Royal Commission on the Ancient and 
Historical Monuments of Wales. These organisations, while not part of Welsh Government, 
played vital roles in the management of the historic environment in Wales and routinely 
worked with Welsh Government on numerous matters and projects. The Conservation 
Planning Epicom members were all highly institutionalised at the local level of governance 
too. 
 
Notably, most core epicom members were already known to Welsh Government and Cadw 
officials through their attendance at different points in time in the Historic Environment 
Group, which represented organisational interests in the historic environment sector in 
Wales. This, as is suggested later, may have been a factor in the invitation of some members 






This also meant that most core members of the most influential epicoms in Wales were 
well-known to each other and had the opportunity to meet frequently. Several met 
regularly in other settings too. For example, Conservation Planning Epicom members 
regularly met and corresponded with Archaeology and Historic Asset Owners Epicom 
members, due to their mutual interests in certain planning applications. One Conservation 
Planning Epicom member was, in fact, also a member of the Archaeology Epicom due to 
their attainment of expertise in both fields of knowledge and their development of 
relationships with members from both communities. However, as will be explained in a later 
chapter, this did not necessarily correspond to the generation of a common episteme due to 
their different approaches to the planning system – although better communication and 
understanding of each other’s perspectives appeared to be a more positive outcome. 
 
Otherwise, many heritage organisations existed in Wales that contained expert members, 
but very few of these experts formed into epistemic communities – preferring instead to 
remain part of advocacy coalitions. It may be that the range and diversity of organisations, 
mostly small to medium in scale and focused on local or niche issues125, prevented experts 
from building relationships with other like-minded individuals within certain fields of 
knowledge. One exception to this is the National Trust, a large UK cultural and natural 
heritage organisation that maintains a (not legally separate) Welsh branch, which has 
supplied expert members to several different epicoms. However, despite the diversity of 
organisations, some concepts such as intangible or landscape heritage are largely 
unrecognised as such beyond some professional settings in Wales and possess few advocacy 
coalitions or epicoms of any significance126.  
 
Internally, core epicom members tended to occupy high level positions within their 
organisations or departments that enabled them to represent their organisation in external 
forums and meetings, such as Conservation Officer Forums or meetings between the 
Archaeological Trusts. Most core Conservation Planning Epicom members had attended 
their respective regional Conservation Officer Forum and met other individuals within their 
 
125 Such as individual heritage railways, town heritage or civic societies, or other historic properties. 
126 Intangible heritage, such as the performing arts or folk customs, exists in Wales in many forms. However, it 




community regularly there. Similarly, organisations such as the Royal Commission and Cadw 
met or corresponded regularly because of their involvement within collaborative projects, 
such as Historic Wales (Cadw, 2021). The Historic Asset Owners Epicom core members, 
meanwhile, would meet both within inter-organisational meetings (such as the Historic 
Environment Group) and also informally outside of meetings to agree positions (Historic 
Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019). At least one 
member of this epicom was also able to call upon personal connections with policymakers 
developed outside of meetings127. These close connections within epicoms appeared to 
generate more coherent agendas during the course of the time period observed in this 
study and resulted in greater success in achieving their objectives.  
 
Further information on the membership and credentials of these epistemic communities 
can be found in Appendix 2 of this thesis. 
 
6.3. The Origins of Cultural Heritage Protection in the United Kingdom 
The UK has maintained a long history of protecting aspects of its cultural heritage. The first 
legislation appeared in 1882 in the form of the Ancient Monuments Protection Act that laid 
initial protections for built heritage such as “penalt[ies] for injury” to ancient monuments 
(Ancient Monuments Protection Act 1882). Only three of the monuments listed within the 
Act were within Wales however. 
 
By the time of the development of the Historic Environment (Wales) Act (hereafter ‘the HE 
Act’) “…the protection and management of the Welsh historic environment rest[ed], in the 
main, upon two pieces of UK legislation” (Welsh Government, 2016). The first of these was 
the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (hereafter known as the AMAA 
Act) that “provides for the designation and protection of scheduled monuments of national 
importance by the Welsh Ministers and makes it an offence to damage a scheduled 
monument or undertake works without the Welsh Ministers’ formal consent” (Welsh 
Government, 2016). 
 
127 This epicom member was apolitical due to their historic role as Vice Lord Lieutenant for South Glamorgan, 
which permitted them to cultivate relationships across the political spectrum, including members of the Welsh 
Government and Welsh opposition (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, 




Ancient monuments are defined in the AMAA Act as: “(a) any building, structure or work, 
whether above or below the surface of the land, and any cave or excavation; (b) any site 
comprising the remains of any such building, structure or work or of any cave or excavation; 
(c) any site comprising, or comprising the remains of, any vehicle, vessel, aircraft or other 
movable structure or part thereof which neither constitutes nor forms part of any work 
which is a monument within paragraph (a) above” (AMAA Act 1979). The definition does 
not, however, apply to buildings in residential use or to ecclesiastical buildings in 
ecclesiastical use. 
 
The Act also provides for the designation of areas of archaeological importance that were 
“sites of historic significance that receive heightened protection by forcing developers to 
permit archaeological access prior to building” (Fincham, 2008). This latter provision has 
never been utilised in Wales though (Historic England, 2020a). 
 
The second legislative text noted was the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990 (hereafter referred to as the ‘Planning Act’) that “gives the Welsh Ministers powers 
to designate listed buildings of special architectural or historic interest. It also sets out a 
consent procedure for permitted works to listed buildings, establishes offences for 
unauthorised works and furnishes mechanisms for enforcement actions. In addition, the 
1990 Act places a responsibility on local planning authorities (‘LPAs’) to designate areas of 
special architectural or historic interest as ‘conservation areas’ and periodically review 
them” (Welsh Government, 2016). Buildings designated for listing are graded within one of 
three tiers according to level of significance: Grade I (most significant), Grade II*, and Grade 
II. The addition of conservation areas enables LPAs to designate a wider selection of 
heritage assets, including unlisted buildings, to afford some protection to a built ‘landscape’ 
as opposed to individual structures. 
 
Beyond the largely built and archaeological heritage provided for by the two Acts above, 




since 1989128, through a collaboration of Cadw129, the former Countryside Council for Wales 
(CCW), and ICOMOS UK. The register did not confer any specific protection except that 
“applications for planning permission [to LPAs] will give great weight to their conservation” 
(Historic England, 2020b). In compiling its register, Wales ventured further in one respect 
than a similar (but statutory) register in England (Historic England, 2020c), as it included 
‘historic’ landscapes (Cadw, CCW & ICOMOS UK, 2001) as a form of cultural heritage130.   
 
The only other protections available to cultural heritage in Wales were situated within 
planning policy131. These included the high-level land use document Planning Policy 
Wales132 (PPW) – specifically Chapter 6 relating to the historic environment – that was 
aimed at the “…preparation of local development plans and decisions on applications for 
planning consent, conservation area consent and listed building consent” (Welsh 
Government, 2016). These were supported by planning circulars developed by the Welsh 
Office prior to devolution that offered more detailed advice on the above with respect to 
archaeology, historic buildings, and conservation areas. 
 
6.4. Origins of the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 
This section outlines some of the legislative and policy background to the Historic 
Environment (Wales) Act that made significant contributions to its development and 
provisions. They presage many important debates and provisions that will be returned to at 
a later point for a more comprehensive examination. 
 
6.4.1. Draft Heritage Protection Bill 
The listed building consent regime introduced by the Planning Act significantly increased the 
levels of complexity and regulation within the planning system in the UK. This became the 
focus of attention for many discussions (English Heritage, 2000, 2006) and reviews by, 
among others, the Department for Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) (DCMS, 2001) and 
 
128 Later to be published in six county volumes between 1994 and 2002 with a supplementary register of 
additional sites published in 2007 (Cadw: Managing Change to Registered Historic Parks and Gardens in Wales, 
2017). 
129 The Welsh Government department with responsibility for the management of the historic environment. 
130 Which was itself split into two sections: The Register of Landscapes of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales 
(1998) and the Register of Landscapes of Special Historic Interest in Wales (2001). 
131 With the exceptions of marine heritage and World Heritage Sites that will be discussed later. 




English Heritage133 over the succeeding 14 years. It finally culminated in a green paper 
(DCMS, 2004), following simultaneous consultations with the Welsh Assembly Government 
(Cadw, 2012a), and eventually a draft Heritage Protection Bill four years later. The Bill 
however “… ran out of parliamentary time with the fiscal crisis” (Welsh Government Official, 
personal communication, April 13, 2018) in the same year134 and did not return. 
 
The draft Heritage Protection Bill, and the fact that the Welsh Assembly Government had 
jointly developed the white paper for the Bill with DCMS (Welsh Assembly Government, 
2007), provided a useful template of possibilities that later Welsh legislation could take: “…I 
think that is in the background of [the Historic Environment] Bill to a certain extent – it 
informed it…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018) and 
was seen by some as being “…quite ambitious in a lot of ways…” (Welsh Government 
Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018) and “…propose[d] major changes to the 
current systems135…” (Hewitson, 2008). 
 
The draft Bill included several provisions that would be subjects of debate within the later 
Welsh legislation. Chief among these were heritage partnership agreements (HPAs). These 
would allow “…owners of large or complex sites… to enter into an agreement with the local 
planning authority (and, if required, English Heritage [or Cadw]) agreeing a programme of 
works over a period of years” (Hewitson, 2008) instead of applying for each alteration 
separately. The multi-level governance implications of HPAs will be explored in the following 
chapter where the proposal is set out as part of the Bill. They would eventually be 
introduced in England only via the ‘backdoor’ of the Enterprise and Regulatory Reform Act 
2013.  
 
A further significant addition would have provided for “…the creation and maintenance of 
historic environment records136 (HERs) to be a statutory duty for local planning authorities in 
England and Wales and for HERs to contain details of assets considered by local planning 
 
133 An executive non-departmental public body at the time - the English equivalent to Cadw. 
134 Although some suggest that “I don't think the government of the day was ever really behind it… 
“(Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018). 
135 Systems of protection for the historic built environment. 




authorities to be of special local interest” (Draft Heritage Protection Bill 2008). This too 
would have later MLG implications in Wales. 
 
However, as figures close to the development process of the HE Act attest; “…[the Historic 
Environment] Bill went down different routes unquestionably… Wales, in a number of 
instances, actually didn’t want provisions of 2008. They didn’t think it was necessarily an 
idea to combine the historic assets137 into a single category…” (Welsh Government Official, 
personal communication, April 13, 2018). This was partially due to the differing governance 
arrangements that already existed between England and Wales: “…Cadw… deal with 
scheduled monument consent, whereas in England, you know, it’s much more done by the 
local authority as well and that would have required slightly different kind of systems in 
place… so by bringing them into one unified category it wouldn’t quite have worked for 
Wales” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
The failure of the draft Bill however created an opportunity for Wales to legislate on its own 
in one of the few areas, at the time, within which it possessed some form of legislative 
competence. It also helped to stimulate a renewed drive by epistemic communities within 
the Welsh cultural heritage sector to pursue legislative solutions to what they perceived as a 
growing policy ‘problem’ that required resolution. 
 
6.4.2. Historic Environment (Amendment) (Scotland) Act 2011 
Shortly before the advent of the Fourth Assembly, in early 2011, the Scottish Government 
passed cultural heritage legislation that sought to amend the AMAA Act and two other pre-
devolution pieces of legislation: the Historic Buildings and Ancient Monuments Act 1953 and 
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997.   
 
While not as influential on developments in Wales as the draft UK Bill, and very little noted 
by Welsh epistemic communities, the Scottish legislation more closely resembled the final 
Welsh HE Act. Individuals close to the development of the Welsh HE Act noted that “[the] 
 
137 Referring to a major provision of the draft Heritage Protection Bill that would have combined consenting 
regimes for listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments etc. into one form of consent to be known as 




Scottish Act… was able to inform some of our provisions but we again looked at Wales and 
mirrored some of the Scottish Act but then went down our own route when we thought it 
was justified” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). The 
Scottish Act contained provisions relating to enforcement and control of works in addition 
to a statutory requirement to compile an inventory of gardens and designed landscapes as 
well as an inventory of battlefields138. Significantly, these inventory provisions meant that 
both England and Scotland would now have statutory requirements to document parks and 
gardens, which left Wales as an outlier. 
 
6.4.3. Referendum 2011 
Welsh Assembly Members voted in favour of holding a referendum on enabling further law-
making powers on 9th February 2010. The resultant affirmative vote on 3rd March 2011 
meant that the Assembly could, from 5th May 2011, enact full legislation in all 20 devolved 
areas as set out in the Government of Wales Act 2006 (GoWA) – including ancient 
monuments and historic buildings. The new powers ensured that the next Assembly 
Government would have the opportunity to promote a distinctively ‘Welsh’ approach to 
cultural heritage. Huw Lewis, Minister for Housing, Regeneration and Heritage (2011-2013), 
summed up this idea: “…there is also an opportunity, I think, to go down a particularly Welsh 
path… and to talk about how Welsh communities are connected to the historic environment 
around them…” (Communities, Equality and Local Government Committee, 2012). 
 
Several leading epistemic community members felt that this was an important factor in the 
introduction of an HE Bill: “I think it's to do with Welsh Government flexing its muscles… 
saying 'we've got these powers, we must use them’… and I think... the Heritage Bill ticked a 
load of boxes... it was an easy one in the sense it's not controversial, and it would be cross-
party... so it was one that would get all party's support…” (Museums Epicom member, 
personal communication, February 18, 2019); “…when devolution [of new powers] 
happened [the Welsh Government] wanted to do was take control of your own legislation, 
rather than having, you know, someone else's works passed down to you” (Archaeology 
Epicom member, personal communication, October 25, 2018). 
 




Nevertheless, the only major political party contesting the 2011 Welsh Assembly election to 
attempt to capitalise on this opportunity for cultural heritage were the Welsh Labour Party, 
who committed within their manifesto that the party would: “seek to introduce a Heritage 
Preservation Bill to strengthen the protection of listed buildings in Wales” (Welsh Labour, 
2011).  
 
Crucially, the early framing of the issue here by Welsh Labour (and then by the Welsh 
Labour Government) concerned the protection of ‘listed buildings’, which specified a 
definite ‘problem’ that could be ‘solved’ (as opposed to a wicked problem). This 
immediately restricted opportunities for epistemic communities to develop a more holistic 
approach to cultural heritage by delimiting the problem to the exclusively technical realm of 
policymaking. 
 
A holistic approach was, however, sought in a different way by the Welsh Government. The 
Bill would take shape throughout the term of the Fourth Assembly where “…from the outset 
the legislation was conceived as just one part of a larger body of measures to support the 
sustainable management of the historic environment” (Welsh Government Official, personal 
communication, April 13, 2018). This was affirmed by the Minister responsible for 
introducing the HE Bill: “I think we need to look at this piece of legislation alongside the 
Planning Bill, the Environment Bill and, of course, the Well-being of Future Generations 
(Wales) Act 2015” (Ken Skates, Communities, Equality and Local Government Committee, 
2015).  
 
As the Minister Huw Lewis put it: “When the Welsh Government published its programme 
for government last September [2011], we made it clear that we saw sustainable 
development139 as the central organising principle for everything that we do…” (Huw Lewis, 
2012) This echoed Welsh Labour’s manifesto commitment of “…putting sustainable 
development at the heart of government…” (Welsh Labour, 2011) that it derived from the 
“…distinctive legal duty that ensures we move forward in a way which reflects our 
environmental, social and economic needs” (Welsh Labour, 2011) – an explicit reference to 
 




the GoWA duty on Welsh Ministers to “…make a scheme… setting out how they propose, in 
the exercise of their functions, to promote sustainable development” (Government of Wales 
Act 2006). 
 
The key purposes of this legislation were to embed a ‘sustainable development principle’ 
within Welsh public authorities “…to ensure the needs of the present are met without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs” (Assembly 
Research Service, 2014) and to establish ‘well-being goals’. The latter idea would enable 
sustainable development to be structured around targeted areas that would enhance “…the 
economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales...” (Wellbeing for Future 
Generations Act 2015). 
 
The WFG Act was the first (in April 2015) of a suite of legislation designed to embed 
sustainability throughout the governance of the built and natural environments. Part 2 of 
the Planning (Wales) Act (July 2015) was entitled ‘Sustainable Development’ and was 
devoted to ensuring that “…the development and use of land contribute to improving the 
economic, social, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales” (Planning Wales Act 
2015). In addition, the primary purpose of the Environment (Wales) Act (March 2016) was 
“…to promote sustainable management of natural resources” (Environment Wales Act 
2016), which also explicitly linked to the WFG Act. 
 
In essence, the Welsh Government perceived sustainability as the key challenge of their 
administration, conceiving it as a wicked problem of which cultural heritage was just one 
small element among many. The WFG Act was designed to build a central framework for 
identifying and resolving the core aspects of sustainability while other planned legislation 
would relate to each of these core aspects, respectively. Cultural heritage, however, was 
purely associated with the original notion of listed building protection, which was later 







6.4.4. The future of Cadw and the Royal Commission 
The final subject pertinent to a discussion of the origins of the HE Bill is that of the 
continuing debates over the respective roles and futures of Cadw and the Royal Commission 
on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Wales (RCAHMW).  
 
Cadw was established in 1984140 and made the first executive agency in the Welsh Office in 
1991. Following further moves and reviews over the next 20 years, its future was again the 
subject of debate after the new Welsh Government Minister for Housing, Regeneration and 
Heritage, Huw Lewis, announced in May 2012 the “…establish[ment of] a working group to 
create a process whereby the core functions of the Royal Commission could be merged with 
other organisations, including Cadw…” (Huw Lewis, 2012). He then hinted at the primary 
reason for such a move: “Those [budgetary] pressures are of such a degree that, if we 
attempted to carry on without getting ready for this sort of pressure, I could well wake up 
some morning in 2015 and find that the statutory duties listed, some of which the Royal 
Commission addresses, are unaffordable or unsustainable…” (Communities, Equality and 
Local Government Committee, 2012).  
 
The RCAHMW, meanwhile, had existed largely unchanged since 1908 when it was founded 
by Royal Warrant, along with counterparts in England and Scotland, to make an inventory of 
ancient and historical monuments and to specify those that were worthy of preservation. 
However, its future as an independent body became less certain once the Royal Commission 
in England was subsumed into English Heritage in 1999, while a review of the future of the 
Royal Commission in Scotland was initiated a few months after the Welsh Government took 
office in 2011141. 
 
Two months after the establishment of the Ministerial working group, the National 
Assembly committee responsible for scrutinising historic environment policy, the 
Communities, Equality and Local Government Committee (CELG), announced that it would 
 
140 “…to protect, conserve and promote the built heritage of Wales on behalf of the Secretary of State” (Cadw, 
2017). 
141 Which resulted in the Historic Environment Scotland Act 2014 merging the Scottish Royal Commission with 





be conducting an inquiry into the historic environment policy of the Welsh Government. The 
inquiry was called in order to feed into discussions around the proposed merger and the 
preliminary consultations concerning the proposed HE Bill (known at this point as the 
Heritage Bill) (CELG, 2013). 
 
Epistemic communities played an important role in influencing CELG’s subsequent 
recommendations to the Minister. A letter from the Chair of CELG to the Minister in October 
2012 noted that “…at least numerically, there was overwhelming opposition from 
stakeholders to the prospect of merging the functions of the RCAHMW with the functions of 
other organisations, including Cadw. This was particularly if merger was to take place within 
the Welsh Government itself” (Ann Jones, 2012). Some of the responses included a Built 
Heritage Epicom: “We are alarmed at the threat to the independent future of the RCAHMW 
and we urge the Welsh Government to be aware of the serious dangers and risks inherent in 
any such merger” (Built Heritage Epicom member, 2012); an Archaeology Epicom: “Although 
at first sight merging the functions of the [RCAHMW] with the functions of other 
organisations, including Cadw, may appear to have some advantages, there would be 
significant disadvantages…” (Archaeology Epicom member, 2012); and an Historic Parks & 
Gardens interest group : “We see little advantage in merging what are the separate and 
specialist functions of RCAHMW and Cadw” (Historic Parks & Gardens interest group  
member, 2012). Thus, the first recommendation of the CELG inquiry report cautioned that 
“Before proceeding with any merger involving the [RCAHMW], the Minister should give full 
consideration to the concerns raised by expert142 witnesses during the course of our inquiry” 
(CELG, 2013). 
 
Nevertheless, before the inquiry report could be published the Minister announced in 
another Written Statement that “The Working Group has concluded that there is a case for 
change… [and] having considered the report carefully I have concluded that the status quo is 
not an option” (Huw Lewis, 2012). The Minister duly asked for a “…full business case to be 
developed for the merger of the Commission’s functions with Cadw within the Welsh 
Government” (Huw Lewis, 2012). 
 




By the time the CELG inquiry report was published in March 2013 however, a new Minister 
for Culture and Sport, John Griffiths, had taken over the historic environment brief, who 
replied to the CELG recommendation concerning the RCAHMW merger with acceptance and 
noted that he would receive the business case before coming to a view on organisational 
change (John Griffiths, 2013). Before a decision was made though, a new consultation143 
was launched (John Griffiths, 2013) by the Minister in July 2013, ostensibly concerning the 
first formal proposals for cultural heritage legislation (but also seeking further views from 
the sector on organisational change). 
 
The Future of Our Past consultation received by far the largest amount of responses (177) of 
any such initiative during the development of the HE Bill (Welsh Government, 2014). 
Responses were reported to be mixed from the sector regarding options for merger – 
although no status quo option was offered. In the Minister’s official response to the 
consultation, during an Oral Statement to the National Assembly in January 2014, he 
announced that “…Cadw and the Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historic Monuments 
of Wales will remain separate organisations for the time being” (John Griffiths, 2014). The 
Minister “…noted that pressing ahead with merger would be difficult for the time being. He 
noted that changes were underway in both Scotland and England, but that it was important 
to evolve solutions suitable for Wales’ needs and circumstances” (Cadw, 2017). He also 
noted that “We will encourage the Royal Commission to develop non-governmental sources 
of income… [and] its gaining recognition as a charity” (John Griffiths, 2014). 
 
Although the saga of proposed cultural heritage governance change in Wales has been 
perceived as “…something of a red herring for the 2016 Act…” (Belford, 2018), the merger 
proposals for Cadw and RCAHMW remained a central aspect of the consultations that led to 
the HE Bill for two years. For while the proposals were not the source of the Bill, nor did 
they impel its progress, their shadow significantly affected the way it was framed. This 
proved important in the final shape of the HE Act as the following section will illustrate. 
 
 




6.5. The Development of the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 
 
6.5.1. Workshops 
The formal development phase of the HE Bill was announced by Minister Huw Lewis in 
January 2012 and would begin with a series of three ‘horizon scanning’ workshops convened 
by Cadw during February and March (Huw Lewis, 2012) and including many epicom 
members. The workshops “…sought to identify the challenges that the Welsh historic 
environment is likely to face in the future and consider how they might be met” (Welsh 
Government, 2016). These workshops were also designed to “…challenge Cadw…” (Welsh 
Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018) and covered subjects 
“…much much wider than just legislative change…” (Welsh Government Official, personal 
communication, April 13, 2018), which it was hoped would “…stimulate and support 
subsequent discussion on future policy for the historic environment of Wales” (Cadw, 2012b).   
 
These horizon scanning events provided an opportunity to problematise cultural heritage 
protection in a potentially broad sense. Those close to the development of the Bill 
confirmed this by suggesting that: “I think from [a] Welsh Government perspective we were 
in quite a unique place where there was no set out kind of remit about what the Act was 
going to deliver…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
However, this should be set in the context of the competences of Cadw that restricted 
problematisation to no further than the historic environment, despite the broader remit of 
the Minister (which included most elements of culture). This situation may have resulted 
from two factors. Firstly, the original narrow problematisation of cultural heritage as listed 
buildings protection necessarily limited the policy scope to Cadw’s brief, which may have 
reflected a desire on the part of policymakers to maintain an achievable and non-politicised 
goal. That conceptualisation was largely retained when the First Minister, Carwyn Jones, 
announced the Bill in the Welsh Government Legislative Programme 2011-16: “…[the Bill 
will] provide a clear and simple system which not only protects our heritage, but is also easy 
to understand by owners” (Carwyn Jones, 2011). Secondly, it may also have reflected a lack 
of interest in or knowledge of current thinking within cultural heritage at the time by certain 
policymakers within the Welsh Government, which ultimately permitted Cadw significant 




The next stage of consultation confirmed boundaries for problematisation following the 
early workshops. It consisted of “…a series of sector-specific workshops co-convened with 
partner organisations, to consider focused discussions on the strengths and weaknesses of 
the current heritage protection system” (Cadw, 2012b). These four workshops took place 
through May and June 2012 and explored distinct themes: the built environment; historic 
landscapes, parks, and gardens; archaeology; historic assets from the owner’s perspective 
(Welsh Government, 2016). 
 
The second tranche of workshops defined problem areas for cultural heritage protection in 
Wales. This was done in collaboration with many epicom members, such as those with 
Archaeology or Historic Asset Owners epicoms, who played an important role either 
representing UK-wide organisations or through maintaining connections with colleagues 
elsewhere in the UK. These situations and connections enabled the dissemination of 
broader knowledge and ideas from outside Wales that promoted policy learning and 
diffusion. As one epicom member explained: “So within HEG144, you've got to look at the 
fact that about a third of the members are representing UK organisations - I was 
representing two and obviously the National Trust is a classic example... sometimes people 
come down from England to sit on the HEG... because some people run that division of the 
thing from Wales and the Marches so maybe the head of it is based in Herefordshire for 
instance and they come across the border... so you have to realise that when we talk about 
the influence of the English side... you've got to remember quite a few people were coming in 
to this with that knowledge in their background” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, 
personal communication, February 22, 2019).  
 
Those epicoms that spanned multiple levels of governance were generally highly 
institutionalised, well-connected145, and possessed wide knowledge of legislation and policy 
between their members that enabled them to contribute significantly to discussions. Two of 
them hosted sectoral workshops and five individuals from these epicoms (out of 13) would 
 
144 The Historic Environment Group – a group of key stakeholders for the sector advising the Minister in an 
organisational capacity. This group contained many epicom members who discussed the HE Bill at the time of 
the workshops. Many of these same epicom members were also present at the workshops themselves. 
145 With other members within their epicom, with members of other epicoms, as well as with policymakers and 




go on to be appointed to the External Reference Group of experts that worked with Cadw in 
developing the Bill. While they were not the only sources of knowledge concerning 
legislation and policy beyond Wales, as Cadw and other Welsh Government bodies such as 
Visit Wales possessed connections and knowledge too, they held substantial influence by 
virtue of their institutionalised status and the organisations that they represented146. 
 
6.5.2. The Emergence of Bill Provisions 
The second half of 2012 saw the launch of Minister Huw Lewis’s Historic Environment 
Strategy for Wales and Headline Action Plan, which provided the first template for Bill 
provisions (Welsh Government, 2016). They established commitments to (CELG, 2013): 
• “commissioning research on the existing arrangements for taking enforcement action 
over unauthorised works or neglect to buildings at risk 
• considering options for the future management and protection of historic areas, 
including landscapes, parks and gardens, and maritime heritage 
• reviewing and revising the strategic framework for records relating to the Welsh 
historic environment 
• with regard to Cadw, undertake a review to consider the best option for a new 
advisory body”  
 
The absence of a clear political dynamic or social force associated with the commitments 
continued to sustain the conception of problems relating to the historic environment as 
relatively specific and technical that prevented wicked problematisation. However, 
commitments were established with respect to the preparation of guidance for 
“…protecting heritage assets of local importance” and “…the designation of historic building 
types and parks and gardens”, which established the possibility of demand for expertise. 
The need for research and consideration of options specified above also suggested there 
was significant uncertainty among policymakers on what policies to pursue. This both 
 
146 The National Trust, for example, now possesses more than 5.6 million members across the UK. Its 
membership in Wales, meanwhile, doubled over the last decade from 100,000 in 2011 to 200,00 in early 2020. 





reinforced earlier claims that Cadw had been given a relatively blank slate and that there 
were opportunities for epicoms to influence the policy mix. 
 
However, Cadw commissioned its research into three emerging themes from the workshops 
from consultancy firms, rather than by epistemic communities. Their research did, though, 
focus upon three policy proposals identified by epicoms during the earlier workshops that 
could resolve specific problems within the sector. These included heritage partnership 
agreements, modifying designation regimes, and developing local lists (Arup, 2013). 
 
The report made several recommendations. The first was that “…HPAs should be 
implemented into Wales as it promotes an effective partnership between owners and 
managers with consenting authorities, and management of assets whilst reducing time-
consuming procedures” (Arup, 2013). This was based upon pilot study data into their usage 
from England. 
 
Two further recommendations were made for extended statutory protection for historic 
parks and gardens and marine conservation zones. The former included a “duty to maintain 
a register” (Arup, 2013), which was ultimately incorporated into the legislation, as well as a 
“requirement to make historic parks and gardens a local land charge” (which was not). The 
latter, however, would have required separate legislation and careful consideration of 
competences147. 
 
Finally, the report warned with respect to Local Lists that: “considering the concerns of local 
planning authorities in terms of resource implications of a statutory obligation, it may be a 
realistic option to continue with the existing voluntary system with improved planning policy 
and guidance” (Arup, 2013). Pressures on resources and expertise of local authorities were 
also primary reasons given by the report for recommending the rejection of statutory 
protection options for many other measures too. 
 
 





A second report commissioned by Cadw investigated “Options for the Delivery of Local 
Authority Historic Environment Conservation Services in Wales” (Hyder, 2013) and was 
published in May 2013. The report explains that its theme “…emerged during the initial 
engagement with stakeholders for the proposed Heritage Bill” (Hyder, 2013) that included 
epicoms (in addition to inspiration from other sources).  
 
Epicoms had consistently represented the loss of local authority conservation officers148 
since the global financial crisis 2007-09 as a significant policy problem. It adversely impacted 
both the level of protection of the historic environment at the local level of governance and 
the extent of epicom institutionalisation. A study completed earlier in 2012 by the Institute 
for Historic Building Conservation (IHBC)149, which was part-funded by Cadw, revealed a 
12% decline in LPA historic environment services posts over the previous two years (IHBC, 
2012). The same study revealed that 64% of LPAs “…have just one full or part time 
permanent specialist staff member” and “…none have more than three permanent staff” 
(IHBC, 2012).  
The ‘Options’ report drew heavily upon the evidence from this study as well as from other 
epicom sources – such as members of the Archaeology and Conservation Planning Epicoms. 
It recommended that “…collaboration would appear the most beneficial approach to take…” 
after considering the “…current economic climate…” and taking into account that this option 
“…received the greatest level of support from respondents…” (Hyder, 2013). Options for 
regional hubs or external service delivery (via WATs or newly-established bodies) were less 
popular, especially among epicoms institutionalised within local government; “…that model 
[regional teams] has issues and implications for being further away from your... public in 
terms of travelling...” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, 
December 3, 2018); “…we were afraid about losing local knowledge as well…” (Conservation 
Planning Epicom member, personal communication, December 3, 2018). But other epicoms 
indicated an acceptance that regional teams may be the only option in the future: “I think 
they must combine their teams. If you are going to give conservation officers a wider remit, 
 
148 “Professionals within Welsh Local Authorities…”, and who are often epicom members, who have 
responsibility for “…commenting and advising on historic conservation elements of planning applications, listed 
building consents and related matters” (Hyder, 2013). 




particularly with the environment…” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal 
communication, February 22, 2019); “I think the general feeling is that it's the best way 
probably to have some sort of shared service, so conservation officers operate as a group 
across the local authorities, but it doesn't solve the problem about diminishing numbers” 
(Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, October 25, 2018). Some epicom 
members institutionalised within local authorities even shared these views: “I think shared 
services are the way that local authorities are gonna deliver in the future” (Conservation 
Planning Epicom member, personal communication, December 10, 2018). 
 
The governance capacity of local authorities, problematised by epicoms, stimulated new 
demands for expertise by Cadw to investigate the issues concerned. The resulting 
arguments, based in part upon evidence from epicoms, were a major factor in limiting the 
decentralisation of cultural heritage protection responsibilities from the Welsh Government 
to local authorities in the final HE Bill. As one official noted: “It couldn’t put any additional 
resources on, or burdens on, local authorities because everybody’s aware how under the 
cosh they are” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). This 
restricted possibilities for enabling new instances of MLG to form or existing instances to be 
extended because epicoms had successfully illustrated that they did not have the capacity 
to tackle historic environment problems effectively. 
 
6.6. The Future of Our Past 
Early 2013 witnessed several changes to the Bill development process. A significant step was 
the establishment of the External Reference Group (ERG) (Country Land & Business 
Association, 2014), which included experts representing several epistemic communities, 
whose role was to “comment on the emerging policy and implementation issues…” and to 
“provide expert advice…” (Cadw, 2013) relating to the Bill. The group was considered “…key 
actually to the delivery of the Bill” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, 
April 13, 2018) and “they were very much used as a sounding board… they were there to test 
us, to challenge us, to, you know, give us their advice, feedback on a confidential basis” 





The group were formed due to a demand for expertise that may be conceived as a response 
to a ‘problem’. The problem here was the need to develop a highly technical piece of 
legislation that required detailed historic environment and planning system knowledge. The 
resolution implemented was the formation of a minor and temporary instance of MLG that 
included both governmental and non-governmental actors embedded in differing territorial 
scales who collaboratively produced a public policy outcome. As noted earlier, several of 
those non-governmental actors were epicom members, most of whom had been drawn 
from highly institutionalised positions. 
 
The second major change was the arrival of a new Minister. One of the first tasks that 
Minister John Griffiths undertook in his renamed Culture & Sport post was to respond to the 
CELG Assembly committee inquiry into the historic environment policy of the Welsh 
Government that reported in March 2013 (as discussed earlier). Just a few months later the 
new Minister oversaw the production of the first formal consultation document of the 
process in July 2013. The document set out a wide range of specific proposals that would 
prove to be the foundational provisions for the eventual Bill (including the Cadw-RCAHMW 
merger). This was accompanied by a 12-week consultation period and several other 
engagement events. Two stakeholder workshops, respectively concerning the merger and 
discussion of proposals from a further Hyder report on third sector support for the historic 
environment (Welsh Government, 2014), were also held. 
 
The consultation proposals indicated that, despite framing the problem area as the historic 
environment, the open approach adopted to consultation by Cadw enabled epicoms to 
engage more effectively and exert more influence: “Consultation on the 2016 Act was a 
genuinely open and transparent process, and where possible accommodations were made 
that reflected the responses of the sector” (Belford, 2018).  
 
For example, the proposal to extend the range of designations for scheduled ancient 
monuments to include “…sites that provide evidence of past human activity…” (Welsh 
Government, 2014) received widespread support from epicoms, from where it likely 
originated: “I think there had been a long understanding that buried archaeology is as 




communication, October 25, 2018). Epicoms with links to the third sector were also 
important in securing a proposal for the establishment of a “…membership-based umbrella 
organisation to support the network of voluntary and non-governmental heritage 
organisations in Wales” (Welsh Government, 2014) that had been among the 
recommendations of the CELG inquiry report. This was driven by the knowledge that the 
cultural heritage sector in Wales was highly fragmented into over 700 groups (Archaeology 
Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018) that reduced its overall 
level of effectiveness at engaging with public policy. Framing this as a problem and 
suggesting potential solutions: “There are a lot of organisations that would like to work with 
and join Cadw…” (CELG, 2013) secured its inclusion within the consultation. 
 
The vast majority of proposals related to changes in governance of some form within the 
sector. New and extended authority for LPAs, supported by epicoms, were proposed for 
ensuring interim protection prior to designation (for monuments and historic buildings) and 
the introduction of temporary stop notices (in case of developer-led works without approval 
to designated sites). The option of delegating further consenting authority to LPAs for Grade 
II* listing buildings was considered too. Novel governance arrangements such as HPAs and 
the possibility of collaborative LPA historic environment service delivery were also proposed 
and received strong support from most epicoms.  
 
Several other governance proposals related to formal statutory protection and/or 
recognition for cultural heritage that had consistently been supported by epicoms. These 
included statutory registers for historic parks and gardens, as well as one for landscapes, 
plus the statutory recognition of HERs. The former and the latter ideas were recommended 
by the CELG inquiry report based upon broad support from epicoms – while a statutory 
register for landscapes indicated a willingness from Cadw to go beyond what was 
considered feasible in the Ove Arup report in order to meet the expectations of epicoms.  
 
Finally, standard-setting arrangements and instruments designed to embed ideas and values 
were also a major feature of the consultation, including numerous proposals for extended 
and updating guidance in areas such as the “…sustainable management of the historic 




near-universally supported, proposal within this theme enquired “…whether guidance 
should formally recognise national standards for Wales for collecting and depositing 
archaeological archives when undertaking archaeological work in connection with the 
planning process” (Welsh Government, 2014). This element, later included within the 
Technical Advice Note (TAN) 24 supporting document relating to the historic 
environment150, was strongly influenced by the Museums Epicom in its role within the 
Historic Environment Group (HEG): “I also sat on the archaeological archives… set up by 
HEG... to look at [that] issue…” (Museums Epicom member, personal communication, 
February 18, 2019) HEG and the Museums Epicom “…got into [TAN 24] bits about standards, 
bits about saying that, you know, archaeologists had to talk to museums and to deal with 
museums in terms of the future deposition and storage of archaeological material coming 
out” (Museums Epicom member, personal communication, February 18, 2019). Though only 
a small reference, the significance for the Museums Epicom was great in helping to move 
towards the achievement of a key policy goal, as they explained: “…this then would mean 
that if they151 closed the museum, one of the defences against closure would be in 
contravention of this part of [TAN 24] because you would not be protecting the archaeology 
that you were given to look after...” (Museums Epicom member, personal communication, 
February 18, 2019). 
 
The results of The Future of Our Past consultation were made public by Minister John 
Griffiths in January 2014 that included the announcement that merger of Cadw and 
RCAHMW would not proceed (John Griffiths, 2014). However, the Minister’s support for the 
idea of an advisory panel was clear, with a follow-up statement on the subject in April. In 
this, the Minister asserted that “the panel would offer new and stimulating perspectives for 
how the historic environment sector can contribute to the challenge of achieving these 
outcomes for the people of Wales” (John Griffiths, 2014), which encouraged him to be 
“…minded to establish it on a statutory basis through the Heritage Bill” (John Griffiths, 
2014). This decision may also have been influenced by the welcome and successful presence 
of the ERG throughout the later development process of the Bill and the fact that the 
mooted ‘umbrella organisation’ was not taken forward. 
 
150 Produced with the HE Bill.  





6.7. Epistemic Communities and their Relationships 
 
6.7.1. Problematising the Historic Environment 
Perhaps the most important factor that defined the extent of epicom influence during the 
development and passage of the HE Act was the initial problematisation employed by the 
Welsh Government. The central raison d’être of governance during the Fourth Assembly, 
sustainability, was conceptualised in the form of a wicked problem. Cultural heritage was 
deemed as a small element of this wider problem and defined in narrow terms. 
 
Although the eventual HE Act did not include a specific reference to sustainability or the 
WFG Act, its purpose was made clear from the very beginning and throughout its 
development. When asserting that sustainable development was the “…central organising 
principle…” (Huw Lewis, 2012) of the Welsh Government in 2012, prior to the development 
of the HE Bill, the Minister Huw Lewis also affirmed that “This statement outlines further 
how my vision for a well-protected and accessible historic environment helps to deliver that” 
(Huw Lewis, 2012). Later in the process, during the Stage 1 CELG committee hearings for the 
HE Bill, the Minister of the time reinforced this point: “I think it’s absolutely essential that 
this Bill, and, indeed, other Government legislation, reflects the objectives of the Well-being 
of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. It’s my belief that sustainability runs throughout the 
provisions of this Bill…” (Ken Skates, CELG Committee, 2015).  
 
But in defining sustainability as a wicked problem it led to the ‘downgrading’ of other policy 
problems. Cultural heritage defined as a wicked problem, as the Québec case study has 
already shown, could have led to years of debate and contentious politics, and allowed 
other political parties/forces the opportunity to control the narrative. Yet, with cultural 
heritage a seemingly low priority for voters152, Welsh Labour could afford to define it more 
narrowly in historic environment terms. 
   
One official close to the development of the Bill confirmed that those narrow terms had 
been set from the beginning: “…there wasn’t really an appetite for it to include heritage in 
 




the wider scope of it. You know, museums were out right from the start, you know, sort of 
what is classified as heritage was not part of the discussion or the scope that we were given” 
(Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). This was reflected in 
Minister Huw Lewis’s Oral Statement on his priorities for the historic environment in early 
2012: “We are going to take a fundamental look at current systems and practices in 
protecting and managing heritage assets. We will also look at the wider social, 
environmental and other forces that will affect our heritage in the future” (Huw Lewis, 
2012). The statement restricted cultural heritage to the boundaries of the historic 
environment while acknowledging its place within the broader wicked problem of 
sustainability.  
 
The advantages of framing the problem of cultural heritage in historic environment terms 
for the Welsh Government were threefold. Firstly, this problematisation had less potential 
for controversy than a wider cultural heritage frame, which could have raised politically 
divisive issues over subjects such as the Welsh language and identity. This may have been 
viewed as too risky, both for the popularity of the Welsh Government and for the passage of 
legislation in this field, given the finely balanced composition153 of the Senedd at the time. 
Secondly, the historic environment frame offered a more obvious route to link in with other 
planned legislation, especially the Planning (Wales) Act. 
 
Thirdly, the establishment of the historic environment as the key policy problem very early 
in the process set up path dependencies that epicom conceptualisations could not have 
shifted, but which aligned with Welsh Government objectives. With Cadw given 
responsibility for developing the Bill, while other related areas of Welsh Government were 
working on their own Bills, the opportunities for collaboration and crossing departmental 
boundaries were minimal. This meant that the Bill provisions were likely to remain within 




153 The Welsh Labour Party possessed exactly half the 60 seats of the Senedd. 
154 “Archaeological remains. Ancient monuments. Buildings and places of historical or architectural interest. 





6.7.2. Demand for Expertise 
Despite the continual consolidation of the historic environment problem frame by the 
Welsh Government throughout the process, epicoms were afforded considerable latitude to 
influence problematisation within that frame, as Cadw’s open approach to consultation 
demonstrated. 
 
Cadw’s admission that it lacked a remit from the Welsh Government beyond the historic 
environment left significant uncertainty about problems to pursue. The early horizon 
scanning workshops, therefore, became an opportunity for epicoms to meet the demand for 
framing policy problems and resolutions inspired by this scope condition for influence. “I 
think the objectives at the time was [sic] to challenge Cadw and, as in, not to take a 
traditional view of what would be, what should be, or could be, or need to be within the 
legislative and policy changes required” (Welsh Government Official, personal 
communication, April 13, 2018). This allowed epicoms to present alternative 
problematisations that challenged the concept of the historic environment: “There was also 
a wide interpretation as to what the historic environment constitutes. Whilst the 
terminology was kept deliberately general in the context of the discussions in order to 
generate a wide-ranging debate, there may be a need to be more focused and specific about 
what is meant by the historic environment” (Cadw, 2012b).  
 
However, some epicom members did not perceive the workshops to be much of an 
opportunity, which may have accounted for the lack of any coherent alternative problem 
framing: “I'm not sure how useful it was really… actually for participants who sort of came 
away thinking a bit ‘well what was all that about’” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal 
communication, October 25, 2018); “I felt they were a complete waste of space... I'd gone 
round at lunchtime and actually found 85% of the people there thought it was a waste of 
space…” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 
2019). Moreover, many participants represented epicoms that themselves constituted 
subjects that would have been included within most conceptions of the historic 






Nevertheless, Cadw required external expertise at further points throughout the process, 
particularly once the development of the Bill turned to more technical matters. The 
establishment of the ERG was the prime example here155. However, epicoms also assisted in 
the creation of demand, such as their constant emphasis on diminishing levels of 
conservation officers within local government. These appeals within the horizon scanning 
workshops encouraged Cadw to commission research into the topic that largely ended the 
possibility that historic environment governance might become more decentralised due to 
the lack of governance capacity within local authorities that epicoms had highlighted. Other 
research commissioned by Cadw included investigations of policy ideas raised by epicoms 
during the horizon scanning workshops such as HERS, HPAs, and statutory registers for 
historic parks & gardens and landscapes. While the research was conducted by 
consultancies, epicoms were able to participate in the process through interviews and the 
use of their own research as secondary sources, where they again informed technical 
debates. Almost all of these ideas went on to be included as provisions within the Bill itself. 
 
Demands for expertise were also facilitated by the Senedd CELG Committee. The committee 
inquiry into the historic environment policy of the Welsh Government afforded a critical 
opening to voice fears over the loss of expertise in any merger of Cadw and RCAHMW. It 
also enabled epicoms to bring forward policy enterprises, such as statutory HERs, which 
were later incorporated into committee recommendations. The same committee would 
later examine the HE Bill and provide a platform for several established epicoms to 
comment on the general shape of the Bill and specific provisions – such as raising the 
possibility of recommending the inclusion of a statutory register of historic landscapes.  
 
Epicoms themselves were generally very positive about the open nature of the process that 
allowed expertise to be consulted: “I think that Cadw and the Welsh Government have done 
an admirable job at consultation…” (National Trust, CELG Committee, 2015); “Consultation 
on the 2016 Act was a genuinely open and transparent process, and where possible 
accommodations were made that reflected the responses of the sector” (Belford, 2018). 
 
155 Its effect will be more thoroughly investigated in the following chapter where it will be considered 




Cadw also regularly reviewed the External Reference Group membership in collaboration 
with the members themselves to ensure that the supply of expertise met demand: “…at 
occasions we would then review the membership with the group and identify if there were 
gaps and whether we could do something about it or not or whether the individuals on it 
were the right people” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 
2018). These reviews sometimes resulted in different members being brought in to 
comment on specific topics: “…for example, one we were thinking about were more of the 
developers side, where we tried to get… RICS or somebody like that… We were never 
successful…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018) and “But 
at one point… when we were considering the advisory body… we were able to draw in Barry 
Cunliffe156 who had acted on the comparable Historic England-English Heritage at that point, 
advisory body and he was able to attend a meeting and, you know, provide advice… which 
was very… useful…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
6.8. Actors and Instances of MLG 
 
6.8.1. Problematising Governance Arrangements 
Closely linked to the wicked problematisation of sustainability by the Welsh Government 
was the problematisation of historic environment governance in Wales. Governance at the 
time was shared across an instance of MLG arrangements between national level (i.e. 
Welsh) actors such as Cadw and RCAHMW, regional level actors like the WATs, as well as 
LPAs. The new round of reviews of the position of Cadw (and RCAHMW) from 2012 aimed to 
centralise the national level actors into one body. The Minister of the time made clear how 
this connected with other policy problems: “In a climate of reducing public funding, there 
will inevitably be pressure for the historic environment sector in the future in terms of 
resourcing and resilience… I want to ensure that the core functions of the sector bodies… are 
shaped for coherent and sustainable delivery” (Huw Lewis, 2012). However, despite the 
evident desire of the Welsh Government to implement some form of merger157 and the 
repetition of this problem frame, governance change did not occur.  
 
 
156 Emeritus Professor of European Archaeology at the University of Oxford. 




One factor for this decision may have been that epistemic communities united around a 
core issue of the institutionalisation of expertise to delay change, if possible, until after the 
expert roles had been given assurances of protection. Although by no means a common 
episteme, the issue reflected the concerns of those influential epicoms already in possession 
of different forms of institutionalised status, who cooperated in their common interests in 
perpetuating their institutionalisation. They successfully counter-framed that the potential 
loss of expertise, from RCAHMW in particular, needed to be resolved before any change in 
governance arrangements could be consolidated. This should, of course, be seen in the 
context of the already well-publicised decrease in expertise within local authorities158 at 
around the same point in time.  
 
Responses by epicoms to the general concept of a merger were, therefore, mixed (Welsh 
Government, 2014) because of uncertainty over which set of arrangements would best 
meet their aims of protecting expertise. They did not necessarily wish for no change, 
although they favoured the existing dispersed arrangements generally, but they did desire 
clarity over the future of expertise prior to any changes taking place: “…there was strong 
support for merger outside of government” but “A smaller number of consultees preferred 
the option of inside government” while “Some suggested that the establishment of an 
executive agency could be an acceptable compromise” (Welsh Government, 2014). What 
united epicoms, however, were their expressions of concern regarding the loss of expertise 
from RCAHMW should it be merged – especially if this merger took place within 
government. Typical responses suggested: “Our concern would be that, whatever the 
structure… we do not want the loss of that expertise…” (National Trust, CELG Committee, 
2012); “There is also the potential for loss of expertise, and in access to expertise, if the 
functions of the Royal Commission are submerged with a larger body…” (Museums Epicom 
member, 2012); “Important things could be lost, especially some of the highly skilled and 
experienced RCAHMW staff and some of the ‘research’ elements of the Commission’s 
national role” (Archaeology Epicom member, 2012). This was also noted by the Report on 
Responses: “There was a common concern that under any of the options for merger, there 
was a risk that resources would be deployed away from research and investigation, and in 
 




particular away from the current roles of the RCAHMW, to other functions of the new service 
— especially at times of budgetary pressures — with the resulting loss of skill and expertise” 
(Welsh Government, 2014). 
 
In announcing that a merger would not take place, the Minister did not cite specific reasons 
for the decision, instead noting several challenges in implementing the different options 
(John Griffiths, 2014). Nevertheless, the concerns of epicoms were represented by the CELG 
committee inquiry report that particularly discussed the mooted merger, with the first 
recommendation exhorting the Minister to “…give full consideration to the concerns raised 
by expert witnesses” (CELG, 2013). One of the key problems raised by expert witnesses, 
according to the report, was that of “the risk of losing the skills and expertise of the 
RCAHMW‟s staff” (CELG, 2013). The Minister accepted this recommendation.  
 
Furthermore, the Welsh Government made a specific attempt to placate concerns of 
epicoms on this issue, suggesting that it accepted the problem as framed: “In the 
development of the proposals to do with the Royal Commission and Cadw being merged, one 
of the safety nets that was being developed was the advisory panel. Because the Royal 
Commission were really concerned about the kind of knowledge, understanding, expertise 
that they have and whether that would disappear if they were to become part of 
government, and that's where the kind of thinking around the advisory panel initially came” 
(Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). The advisory panel 
was first proposed159 within The Future of Our Past consultation with its role left open for 
debate. The proposal attracted widespread support from epicoms with around 70% of 
respondents in agreement (Welsh Government, 2014). However, many noted the 
connection with the merger: “A number of consultees gave a reserved ‘yes’ to the panel, 
suggesting that it would only be required if the proposed merger of Cadw and the RCAHMW 
was to take place within government” (Welsh Government, 2014).  
 
 
159 However, its origins appear to date from the gestation of plans to review the roles of Cadw and RCAHMW, 
as it is referenced within the Historic Environment Strategy of October 2012: “with regard to Cadw, undertake 




Support from epicoms and the wider cultural heritage sector meant that the advisory panel 
was taken forward as a proposal for the HE Bill even after merger had been ruled out. 
Minister John Griffiths confirmed this in his Oral Statement on Historic Environment Services 
and then laid out an update specifically concerning the panel in a follow-up Written 
Statement: “The consultation responses… also provided further support for the 
establishment of the advisory panel… I propose that the independent advisory panel would 
have a key role in advising me on the development of the plans and reporting on their 
delivery… In addition to this role, the panel would also provide expert advice, guidance and, 
where appropriate, challenge for those who deliver public historic environment services at a 
national level in Wales” (John Griffiths, 2014). Later debates over the reinterpretation of the 
advisory panel will be explored in the next chapter. 
 
6.9. Conclusion 
The development of the HE Bill has shown that problematisation can be a very powerful tool 
to control the succeeding narrative if introduced early in the process. In this case, the Welsh 
Government conceptualised sustainability as its primary motivating force and as a wicked 
problem, which necessitated the reduction in scale of other related policy problems. 
 
Consequently, cultural heritage was reduced to a narrow formulation that focused primarily 
on archaeological and built heritage, which placed the policy problem in a deliberately 
technical field that eschewed potential controversies related to more politically salient 
aspects of cultural heritage such as the Welsh language. This move had the effect of 
ensuring that legislation could be developed by Cadw alone, rather than collaborating with 
other departments that were equally busy with legislation, as it rendered the policy focus 
well within its competences. 
 
Nevertheless, in preventing epistemic communities from influencing the scope of the 
problem, situating the legislation within the technical realm did necessitate a high demand 
for expertise on the part of Cadw. Throughout the policymaking process, several 
consultations were held that allowed epicom members to propose policy ideas and 
resolutions, as Cadw admitted that it did not have a specific remit for the HE Bill. Although 




opportunities, many of their ideas inspired provisions within the Bill itself, while some 
stimulated further demands for expertise in the form of research into issues and problems 
raised. Indeed, counter-problematisations by epicoms may have been a factor in the 
investigations of the CELG Committee of the Senedd into historic environment policy, as 
they were often referenced within the recommendations of the CELG Inquiry Report. 
 
The early portrayal of Welsh historic environment governance as unsustainable was, 
however, much less successful than its other attempts at problematisation. The Welsh 
Government had attempted to emphasise financial unsustainability in its problematisation 
but, with this evidence disputed by many sources (including epicoms), epicoms were able to 
effectively counter-problematise the potential loss of expertise. In a rare moment of 
coordination among a disparate and fragmented sector, multiple epicoms highlighted the 
same problem frame and linked it to the loss of conservation officer expertise in LPAs, which 
played a major role in the ending of wholesale merger attempts. Epicoms, therefore, had 
favoured the current (at the time) dispersed arrangements in the form of an instance of 
MLG for governing the historic environment in Wales. Their campaign had even, almost by 
default, led to the proposition of a new element of this MLG instance in the form of an 
advisory panel that was intended to act relatively independently of government. 
 
Ultimately, this chapter demonstrated that the framing of problems could be an important 
enabling or disenabling factor in permitting epicom influence, with the Welsh Government 
largely successful in confining this influence to the technical realm. However, when epicoms 
united under a common problematisation of the loss of expertise, they were able to 
significantly influence the shape of historic environment governance in Wales in favour of a 











7. The Institutionalisation of Expertise and the Appearance of Identity 
in the Welsh Historic Environment 
 
7.1. Introduction 
This second chapter concerning the Welsh case seeks to highlight key elements of the 
Historic Environment Bill and the interrelationships and strategies that assisted in 
determining the policy and governance outcomes observed. It has been divided from the 
previous chapter in order to focus upon the Bill itself and its implications for epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance in more detail. The complicated nature of some of 
the consequences of the provisions necessitate more analytical space to do them justice. 
The same themes from that chapter will then form the basis of the analytical streams 
following the explanation of the passage of the Bill in the same manner as the preceding 
case study chapters. 
 
7.2. The Passage of the Historic Environment (Wales) Bill 
In September 2014, a new Minister took charge of the Bill as Ken Skates was appointed to 
become the Deputy Minister for Culture, Sport and Tourism160. The Minister introduced the 
HE Bill the following year on 1st May 2015. 
 
The Bill, presented firmly as an amending bill, included three major parts devoted to ancient 
monuments, listed buildings, and miscellaneous matters (HE Bill, 2015). The first part 
expanded the definition of a ‘monument’ to “any site in Wales… comprising any thing, or 
group of things, that evidences previous human activity” (HE Bill, 2015) in line with the 
expectations of the Archaeology Epicom. It went on to simplify the consent process, 
introduce further enforcement powers for LPAs, as well as modifying passages relating to 
offences. This part also hosted a duty to compile a register of historic parks and gardens – 
but significantly not including landscapes. 
 
The second part also introduced extensions to enforcement measures for LPAs with respect 
to listed buildings, as well as a section expanding the scope of urgent works that LPAs may 
be required to carry out, including a method of claiming recovery costs. As in part 1, the 
 
160 The continuing absence of ‘heritage’ within the ministerial title may have been revealing over its place in 




second part set out conditions for the long-trailed HPAs, together with other measures such 
as certificates of immunity from listing. 
 
Finally, the miscellaneous part proposed that “Each local planning authority in Wales must 
create and keep up to date a historic environment record” (HE Bill, 2015), which was 
followed by stipulations on what HERs must contain. The advisory panel that had already 
been committed to was also positioned here. 
 
Accompanying the Bill was a six-week consultation inviting evidence and a partly concurrent 
set of oral evidence sessions conducted by the CELG committee. Epicoms were generally 
positive about the content of the Bill: “…we do think the Bill is needed. It’s a welcome 
measure that streamlines and strengthens a variety of legislation relating to the historic 
environment” (Archaeology Epicom member, CELG Committee, 2015); “I think that this Bill is 
needed, I think it’s robust and strong and forthright, and it closes a lot of loopholes” 
(National Trust, CELG Committee, 2015); “There are certainly aspects of the Bill that 
potentially empower local authorities…” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, CELG 
Committee, 2015). Nevertheless, many epicom members felt that the scope of the Bill was 
ultimately too limited: “The Act is entirely about planning and professional conservation 
practice” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018); “I 
have to say it's a missed opportunity. Strictly speaking it doesn't do all that it promised to 
do...” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, December 3, 
2018); “I think that there is a disconnect now in the present bill between the historic 
environment and heritage… I would've liked it to have been more holistic” (Museums Epicom 
member, personal communication, February 18, 2019). 
 
Once the Bill had been introduced it changed remarkably little throughout the three stages 
of consideration and amendments in the Senedd. Although opportunities continued to exist 
for epicoms to influence the process, many were unable to secure political backing or 
mobilisation for amendments due to a lack of saliency or will from influential policy 





The Bill received Royal Assent on 21st March 2016 and was the second-to-last piece of 
legislation passed by the Fourth Assembly despite its early beginnings. Following the 
passage of the HE Act there followed a suite of guidance documents concerning a wide 
range of cultural heritage fields that significantly expanded upon what had been contained 
within the Act itself. These included a newly updated Planning Policy Wales (Edition 10) and 
Technical Advice Note (TAN) 24: The Historic Environment. These documents were part of a 
purposive policy trailed throughout much of the development process of the Act that aimed 
to implement a lighter and more flexible approach to historic environment governance with 
the effect of ‘managing change’ rather than preserving in aspic. These will be examined later 
in this chapter. 
 
7.2.1. The Intervention of an Advocacy Coalition 
One exception to the lack of change to the Bill during its passage through the Senedd is 
worth exploring at this juncture because it demonstrated the saliency of linguistic cultural 
identity to the historic environment under certain conditions. It also highlighted the 
different approaches utilised by an advocacy coalition (AC) and epistemic communities to 
influencing the policymaking process. 
 
At the time of the consultation on the post-introduction HE Bill, there was “…lots of concern 
being expressed at changes of place names…” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal 
communication, October 25, 2018) among members of the public. This apparent 
phenomenon was being associated especially with Welsh place names. It became a highly 
salient political issue after “…a number of people [began] writing letters to the Minister 
saying that the Bill should cover intangible heritage; that language and place names were 
critical to the heritage of Wales; and citing examples of properties whose names had 
changed from Welsh to English or housing developments where the developers had chosen 
English names for the streets for the housing development” (Archaeology Epicom member, 
personal communication, November 22, 2018).  
 
Four years earlier, the Welsh Language (Wales) Measure 2011 had given the language 
official status in Wales, which contained a commitment to ensuring that Welsh was treated 




also considered to be the natural territory of Plaid Cymru161, a party favouring future Welsh 
independence, due its close connection with a distinctively ‘Welsh’ identity. This 
incentivised their politicisation of the issue and necessitated a response from the Welsh 
Government and Welsh Labour AMs because “…there is a very very very very strong Welsh 
language lobby in the Welsh Assembly” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal 
communication, November 22, 2018). 
 
Place names had been mentioned within previous consultations during the development of 
the Bill, as the Explanatory Memorandum noted; “During the consultation on the Bill, some 
people called for legislation to place a duty on LPAs to keep a list of Welsh language place 
names and to accord them some form of protection” (Welsh Government, 2016). However, 
the Memorandum went on to state that “The protection of place names falls outside the 
scope of the Bill”, with the caveat that “The Welsh HERs already collect such evidence [on 
place names] and make it publicly available… By placing the HERs on a more stable footing, 
the Bill will enable them to continue to gather place name evidence and integrate it with 
other information about the historic environment” (Welsh Government, 2016). 
 
Nevertheless, during the formal consultation period for the HE Bill itself, Cymdeithas Enwau 
Lleoedd Cymru (the Welsh Place Names Society – hereafter ‘Cymdeithas’) responded by 
suggesting that they ought to be invited as witnesses to the CELG committee evidence 
sessions. Crucially, the Welsh Language Commissioner162 also responded by agreeing that 
“…the relationship between names and the physical traces of past human activity on 
historical sites…” (Welsh Language Commissioner, 2015) were not only important, but that 
“The [CELG] Committee should consider whether there is a means of protecting place-names 
either by amending the scope of the Bill or introducing other methods or further legislation” 
(Welsh Language Commissioner, 2015). These interventions resulted in an invitation to 
provide oral evidence to the committee. 
 
Cymdeithas, which included several place names experts acting as part of an advocacy 
coalition, argued to the committee that “We see them as part of the interpretation of the 
 
161 Which formed one half of the One Wales Coalition Government that passed the Welsh Language Measure. 




landscape… If we are going to acknowledge that place names are important, then they must 
be protected” (Cymdeithas, CELG Committee, 2015) and that “Our view is that legislation is 
required” (Cymdeithas, CELG Committee, 2015). This view was strongly supported by Plaid 
Cymru members of the committee: “It appears to me that there is some kind of consensus 
regarding the need to protect place names on a national list… and I think it would be 
possible to include that in this Bill. But I think that there is a suggestion that there is a need 
to go further than that, and I would personally want to go further than that, and look at the 
possibilities of introducing a consent regime for name changes” (Rhodri Glyn Thomas, CELG 
Committee, 2015). There was also support from certain Welsh Labour members too: “The 
evidence we received on the issue of place names, which Rhodri Glyn Thomas has already 
raised, was very persuasive. It was very persuasive in both presentation and in substance, 
and I felt that there was a case here for the Government to do the right thing” (Alun Davies, 
CELG Committee, 2015). The committee therefore stated in its report on the HE Bill that 
“We believe that the lack of consideration of historic place names is a gap within the existing 
legislative and policy framework which should be addressed… We recommend that section 
33(2) of the Bill is amended to include a specific reference to historic place-names…” (CELG, 
2015). 
 
One well-connected epicom member suggested that: “I know when it was first mooted, the 
Minister - I wouldn't say wanted to kick it into the long grass - but he really wanted to say to 
his colleagues in the Assembly: 'look, let's get this bill through… and somebody thought 
'no'... if we don't get it now, it'll never happen...” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, 
personal communication, February 22, 2019). Minister Ken Skates however accepted the 
recommendation because “…I was impressed by stakeholders and Members who spoke very 
eloquently and persuasively on the importance of our country’s historic place names. 
Therefore, I accepted the committee’s Stage 1 recommendation to include a specific 
reference to historic place names in the contents of Welsh historic environment records, and, 
indeed, I went further by placing a duty upon Welsh Ministers to compile and maintain a list 
of historic place names” (Ken Skates, 2016). A provision was therefore “…taken forward 
because of political pressure - it wasn’t something that had been developed or had 
originated from within Cadw” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 




The issue of historic place names was then quickly added to the ERG agenda: “At the time I 
did feel - I used the word earlier 'ambush' - and I did feel rather this was a bit unfair, surely 
these people should have raised this matter a lot earlier. Maybe they did and we never got 
to hear about it… But in this case I felt we should have been given more time to debate… it 
was whistled through so fast..” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal 
communication, February 22, 2019). Nevertheless, discussion did take place, although 
“…they wanted to make a place names register statutory and have a consent to apply for 
change of place name. And this was discussed quite a bit actually at the External Reference 
Group and it was obviously discussed elsewhere as well, but again it was, it was obviously 
seen as being virtually impossible to do…” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal 
communication, October 25, 2018). This was despite general support for the idea of 
protecting place names among other epicoms: “I think it's important, I think it's very 
important…” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, January 29, 
2019); “In principle I'm all in favour of preserving Welsh place names... it's one of those 
things like motherhood and apple pie, you can't not be in favour of it...” (Historic Asset 
Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019); “They're supportive 
[the historic environment sector]; they're envious because there is a budget behind the 
register…” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018). 
 
The late addition of a provision concerning place names raised significant challenges for the 
Bill team: “With the rest of the Bill… there was a strong evidence base for the changes that 
are there. For the historic place names or for any non-government amendments or 
amendments that are made at stage two or three, especially if you take into account the 
position that the Welsh Government was in, which had a very fine majority at that stage, 
their priority is to get the Bill through and will accept policy changes without the same 
robustness of evidence as there is when we develop the Bill” (Welsh Government Official, 
personal communication, April 13, 2018). The Bill team subsequently found that the 
challenge of uncertainty, generated by the need to resolve a problem, required a demand 
for expertise to assess policy options. They therefore sought out experts within the place 
names field: “…there are people doing Welsh place name studies, effectively, so we could 
look for academic expertise - literally academic expertise - to advise us on, you know; what 




proposition… what kind of research sources we could draw upon” (Welsh Government 
Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). The experts consulted were considered to 
be “pragmatic” by the Bill team and produced “…options and possible solutions between [a 
particular expert] and the Royal Commission and it was achievable within the time we had, 
with the resource that we had, and the drafting window for legislative council in order to be 
able to deliver that” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
The option alighted upon was an historic place names register, to which Minister Ken Skates 
committed in his response to the CELG report, as “…when this issue came up, there were 
two large crowdsourcing projects in process that could be drawn upon to provide the core 
for a viable list and that’s in fact the route we went down with the… advice of an academic 
in the Centre [for Advanced Welsh and Celtic Studies] who is still actively involved in shaping 
the list. And Wales now has the first statutory list of historic place names in the world – we 
think…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). The 
statutory list of historic place names was thus added to the Bill and passed within the final 
Act: “The Welsh Ministers must compile and maintain a list of historic place names in Wales” 
(HE Act, 2016). 
 
Although the compromise solution allowed the Act to pass through the Senedd, the 
contentious issue of protection for place names in Wales continued, as the statutory list did 
not provide any additional legal protection against the changing of names. This resulted in a 
later failed attempt to pass legislation from AMs themselves and continued disagreements 
over the status and purpose of the statutory list. 
 
7.3. Epistemic Communities and their Relationships 
 
7.3.1. Inter-Epistemic Community Relationships 
One of the most important observations concerning epistemic communities during the 
development and passage of the HE Bill was the significance of their relationships with each 





It has been established that, with around “…716... organisations in Wales linked to 
heritage…” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 
2019), the Welsh cultural heritage sector was highly fragmented. Many of those groups 
linked to epicoms or possessed epicom members and specialised in highly distinctive fields. 
This extraordinarily fragmented field may have been one of the primary reasons why 
epicoms in Wales failed to develop a shared episteme in the same way that those in Québec 
had done. 
 
It was suggested by one prominent epicom member that the extent of the sector was 
considered to be a problem by policymakers at the time: “…I think it was Edwina Hart, who 
was above Huw [Lewis], realised... it was going to take half of Parliament [i.e. the Senedd] 
to do it justice, just this one issue... because a full new bill would've involved all 700 people 
wanting their bit in it… and [Edwina Hart] realised the only way they were going to get 
anything sensible through… was to make it an amending bill and I think she spoke to... [the] 
Counsel General, and I think they realised that this was probably the best way forward” 
(Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019). This 
was put forward as a potential reason for the formation of the External Reference Group: 
“I'm pretty certain that the ERG came in relatively late when they realised that they had to 
narrow the monster down and the ERG was effectively a way of limiting the primary input 
from outside…” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 
22, 2019). 
 
Here, the fragmented perspectives of the sector were seen to have had a detrimental 
impact upon cultural heritage epicom aims generally, as encapsulated by two points. The 
first was that a sector-wide aim to improve cultural heritage protection in Wales may have 
been mitigated by a less ambitious piece of legislation designed to generate less 
disagreement and debate. The second was that the creation of the ERG privileged those 
epicoms already institutionalised within cultural heritage governance in Wales at the 
expense of new and more diverse epicoms. 
 
The lack of a coherent episteme between those epicoms concerned, which reinforces the 




problematisation of sustainability effectively with little opposition. This ultimately 
prevented major cultural heritage legislation from being developed because it downgraded 
and confined the problem of cultural heritage to the historic environment. The effect of this 
was to further institutionalise epicoms that were already privileged within the Welsh system 
of historic environment governance, such as those concerning Archaeology, Conservation 
Planning and Historic Asset Owners. Therefore, when Cadw required expertise to work more 
closely with them on producing and refining the Bill provisions, they turned mostly to these 
epicoms to provide the majority of members of the ERG. 
 
7.3.2. Demand for Expertise: Policy Technicality 
Although narrowing the problem definition excluded many epicoms from participating in 
the policymaking process, it did offer a different set of opportunities for those that 
remained, as it focused attention on the technicality of the policy rather than the scope. In 
so doing, it created a different set of demands for expertise, which enabled epicoms to 
contribute substantially to policy development. 
 
For example, one official close to the HE Bill development explained that: “…the legislation 
within the historic environment is complex, it’s technical, it’s not well understood to people 
outside of the sector, and the people that immediately have to use it… it’s different to 
education or health where people experience that on a daily basis and have a much better 
understanding of what Welsh Government is able to do or not able to do or where they see it 
going…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). Due to this, 
even an organisation in possession of expertise such as Cadw required new expertise to 
augment its own, which necessitated the formation of the ERG. The lack of knowledge 
among policymakers concerning the effects of many of the provisions of the Bill ensured 
that epicom preferences would also face fewer challenges to incorporation: “…certain 
registers of human activity, and particularly early human activity, in the prehistoric period, 
where the current legislation doesn’t allow scheduling. An example of this particularly is 
lithic scatters, dating to the Palaeolithic and to the Mesolithic…” (Archaeology Epicom 
member, CELG Committee, 2015). In response to this particular explanation one Assembly 
Member (AM) observed: “I found myself nodding, but I didn’t know what you were talking 




Therefore, although epicoms that remained part of the process had fewer opportunities to 
expand the scope of the legislation to new areas of governance, they possessed enhanced 
opportunities to impact the detail of the legislation that helped to shape many of the 
provisions. This suggests that epicoms that become institutionalised within instances of 
MLG designed for problem-solving may be able to generate significant influence over the 
content of policy resolutions within defined limits depending upon how the instances have 
been developed. In this case, the ERG instance was entirely collaborative and based upon 
personal relationships and trust, with most members carefully chosen for their possession 
of constructive attitudes to the process. 
 
7.3.3. Epistemic Community Strategies 
This situation also highlights an important reason why problem definition and framing are 
such crucial strategies for epicoms – especially for those not institutionalised. In defining the 
nature of problem, a wider definition that encompasses a greater variety of social, 
economic, cultural, and other factors legitimises the participation of a wider array of actors 
in its resolution. This opens windows of opportunity for new actors to participate and fewer 
to be excluded entirely from the policymaking process. For those epicoms not yet 
institutionalised, attempting to apply and diffuse a wider problem definition makes sense, 
as they would have few chances otherwise of being invited to join policymaking discussions 
to offer ideas and resolutions. However, wider problem definitions lead inevitably to wicked 
problematisations, which increase the demand for diverse expertise still further. Wicked 
problems, being by their nature ‘unsolvable’, also expand the opportunities for long-term 
institutionalisation for epicoms and their ideas as they are repeatedly called upon to 
generate new ideas in response to new problem iterations. 
 
Nevertheless, for those epicoms already institutionalised, there are few incentives for 
widening problem definitions because they may jeopardise the position of their own 
epistemes within governance. That appears to have been the case here. Very few of the 
existing institutionalised epicoms challenged the problematisations put forward by the 
Welsh Government that set the agenda for the legislation. The HE Bill, while not as 
ambitious as some would have liked, did at least align with their objectives and resulted in 




between their groups and policymakers. Those epicoms on the ERG were also able to act as 
gatekeepers in controlling which epicoms or ideas gained access because, as seen during the 
previous chapter, knowledge resources were regularly reviewed by Cadw in consultation 
with the ERG members themselves. Those new members and invitees considered for the 
group, such as a prominent archaeologist and property developers, were those that were 
unlikely to dissent from the members already institutionalised. 
 
Inter-epicom relationships were, therefore, a significant factor in determining the nature of 
some of the policy and governance outcomes in this case study. Yet the strategies pursued 
by epicoms were also an important factor. Many institutionalised epicoms perceived that a 
collaborative and constructive strategy of problem-resolution in partnership with Cadw 
would be more preferable to policymakers: “I suspect, but I have utterly no evidence 
whatsoever, that Cadw may have been relatively clever in their selection of people for the 
ERG to avoid some… of the outside lobbyists getting involved who might have been more 
one-track minded and only interested in their agenda… I think the way it was done was to 
select people in the first place who are likely to be constructive” (Historic Asset Owners 
Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019). This was supported to an 
extent by an assessment of how and why people were recruited to the ERG: “…they [Cadw] 
tend to know the sector particularly well and the individuals within the sector that would be 
particularly helpful…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018) 
and in the specific circumstances of seeking historic place names specialism: “…as [the Bill] 
was going through scrutiny, what we were looking for was middle ground and people that 
would be able to advise us who were experts in the field but would be pragmatic about what 
we could deliver and how we would deliver it…” (Welsh Government Official, personal 
communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
This demonstrated another benefit to institutionalisation to both epicoms and 
policymakers. For epicoms, those who had built relationships with policymakers (within 
their organisational positions163 for example) were better able to understand how to meet 
their demands for expertise, such as pursuing collaboration rather than criticism. For 
 




policymakers, they had cultivated a network of individuals that they could trust to offer 
ideas and resolutions, without causing new issues or political controversies. The 
development of these kinds of collaborative relationships appeared to be valued by both 
policymakers and epicoms in resolving policy problems: “…we really had enormous success 
in terms of consistent involvement and contribution – it was really really good… we found it 
very successful” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
7.4. Actors and Instances of MLG 
 
7.4.1. Formalisation of MLG Instances 
One of the most evident themes relating to multi-level governance in this case study has 
been the trend towards the formalisation of instances of MLG. Local authority actors were 
particularly aware of the sense of formalisation surrounding several of the measures within 
and around the HE Act. The Welsh Local Government Association (WLGA) noted that “…it is 
worth bearing in mind that there’s a lot in the Bill, it seems to me, that formalises what is 
already happening and brings clarity to it” (CELG Committee, 2015) while, in relation to 
changes to the listing procedure for buildings, the Vale of Glamorgan Council suggested that 
“As for whether it simplifies the process, it perhaps makes it more clear, and it’s formalising 
what already happens” (CELG Committee, 2015).  
 
The most obvious newly formalised instance of MLG included in the HE Act was in making 
HERs statutory. They were framed as “…a critical source of information for those making 
decisions about the sustainable management of the historic environment” (Ken Skates, 
2016) following their problematisation by epicoms: “The desire to put them on a statutory 
basis is motivated by a desire to put heritage on the agenda when planning issues are 
discussed” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018). 
Epicoms argued that their non-statutory position was problematic because, were the 
resources no longer available to support their upkeep164, protection for the archaeological 
and built heritage of Wales would be diminished. This problem was repeatedly framed in 
their responses at consultations: “NRW recognises the importance of these records and 
makes frequent use of the HER.  We support the proposals to make sure this is readily and 
 




consistently available and safeguarded for the future” (Natural Resources Wales, 2015) and 
in committee hearings: “If we don’t know what we own and we don’t manage the 
information properly, we miss out on the potential that the historic environment has to 
create a sense of wellbeing, pride, ownership… So, the National Trust strongly welcomes the 
proposal to put the HERs on a statutory footing” (National Trust, CELG Committee, 2015). 
Their arguments were a clear factor in their inclusion in the final Act: “We welcome the 
provision of statutory HERs. Overall, we have heard that the existing HERs are a valuable 
tool that help support the sustainable management of the historic environment” (CELG, 
2015); “…the importance of the HERs is not always adequately recognised by those involved 
in planning applications and decisions, so placing these records on a statutory footing, I 
believe, will enhance their status and provide them with a more secure future” (Ken Skates, 
CELG Committee, 2015). 
 
Their statutory position resolved the problem in one respect. However, it generated a new 
problem concerning the formalisation of their management, which could not apportion the 
statutory duty to non-statutory bodies (i.e. the WATs). Given the legal ownership of the 
HERs lying with the WATs, a compromise arrangement had to be found, which initially 
involved allocating the duty to compile and maintain them with LPAs. However, the 
Conservation Planning Epicom successfully argued that this would place too much of a 
financial burden on local authorities, in addition to creating a risk that some LPAs may 
choose to compile their own that could lead to inconsistencies in standards across the 
system. Therefore, the duty to compile HERs was officially allocated to Welsh Ministers 
within the legislation, but was then delegated formally to the WATs through a series of 
bilateral agreements (followed by LPAs organising the signing of Memoranda of 
Understanding [MoUs] with WATs) (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal 
communication, December 3, 2018). These arrangements signified a formal and legitimated 
role for actors outside of government at a different territorial scale and, therefore, 
represented an instance of MLG. They were primarily instigated by the problematisations 
provided by epicoms that could only be resolved by the formalisation of the status of HERs – 
which established a path dependency that necessitated an MLG instance of resolution. 




development of new instances of MLG and the continuing institutionalisation of epicoms 
within those instances. 
 
Another example of the formalisation of an instance of MLG derives from the concept of 
heritage partnership agreements. These were designed to empower local authorities to 
enter into formal contracts with historic asset owners and Cadw to develop a programme of 
works over a period of five years. This negated the requirement to reapply for listed building 
consent or scheduled monument consent for every individual alteration so long as it was 
included within the programme. The accounts of their origins in England are conflicting, but 
they were popularised as a potential solution to the problematisation conceived by the 
Historic Asset Owners Epicom, which “…have nearly always been - in Wales - around two 
areas: delay in trying to get permission for anything and inconsistency...” (Historic Asset 
Owners Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019) HPAs would 
potentially reduce both by establishing more stable and consistent relationships between 
LPAs and historic asset owners and effectively offering a statutory replacement for non-
statutory heritage management plans165. “HPAs were seen by landowners as a useful and 
beneficial process in reducing bureaucracy. A key benefit identified by landowners was the 
possibility of increased flexibility for landowners in carrying out works on their estates 
without the need to apply for permission for repairs and small works which would normally 
be time consuming” (Arup, 2013).  
 
As with the establishment of the ERG, this was an example of a temporally limited problem-
solving instance of MLG, which was designed to forge closer relationships between the 
stakeholders concerned. There was again an emphasis on generating collaboration across 
multiple levels of governance between governmental and non-governmental actors while 
retaining a shadow of hierarchy (Héritier & Lehmkuhl, 2008) (in the form of monitoring and 
evaluation by LPAs and Cadw). This instance also institutionalised the participation of 
epicoms as with the ERG and HERs in the form of conservation planners who would be 
tasked with assessing progress and supplying ‘day-to-day’ advice. However, with HPAs yet to 
 
165 That could, in some circumstances, achieve similar long-term relationships but could not negate the 




be implemented in Wales, it remains to be seen whether new problems will be generated 
that require further instances of MLG to be developed. 
 
7.4.2. Informalisation of Governance 
Running counter to the above trend was that of an identifiable preference on the part of 
policymakers for implementing more informal problem-solving governance. This was 
exemplified through a major attempt by Cadw to promote a change of culture within the 
sector by reconceptualising the nature of historic environment problems faced by 
practitioners. This aimed to informally implant a change in the mode of governance across 
the multi-scalar sector that moved from relying upon enforcement and legislation to 
negotiation and management. As one official put it: “I also think that people have an idea 
that legislation is the answer to everything… You know, legislation is the last resort, and 
that’s what we see it as and trying to actually make people understand that… as part of the 
consideration on whether to legislate or not, we have to have looked at all the other options 
and, sort of, you know, discounted them because they wouldn’t give us what we wanted” 
(Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
 
Cadw were particularly explicit in reconceptualising historic environment problems, such as 
protecting listed buildings, within the guidance documents produced during and after the 
legislative process. This also linked closely to the problematisation of sustainability that the 
Welsh Government were pursuing: “We’re publishing this raft of guidance documents to try 
and create culture change within the sector, which is not legislatively driven but is a result of 
changing the way people approach the management of the historic environment in an effort 
to create change through other avenues…” (Welsh Government Official, personal 
communication, April 13, 2018). This effort was most obviously illustrated by the repetition 
of the phrase “managing change” or simply “managing” on almost every new guidance 
document published since the passage of the Act. The value of accepting change reinforced 
the problematisation of sustainability e.g.: “The information in the register provides the 
basis for the sustainable management of change…” (Cadw, 2017b); “Caring for listed 
buildings appropriately, and retaining them in sustainable use, helps ensure that they 





But the reconceptualisations promoted by Cadw were also consistent with changes across 
cultural heritage governance worldwide that were prioritising sustainable management 
above preservation in aspic. Nevertheless, not all epicom members were so happy with this 
change of approach, or with the concept of more informal and negotiated resolutions: “I 
don't believe producing a piece of paper changes anything. You're not going to persuade a 
farmer who's neglecting his barns to do something about them and spend money on them 
just because you produced a guidance note on the conservation of vernacular architecture in 
the Welsh countryside. There's no money from Cadw; there's no clout behind it… issuing 
them often on the internet - not used by an awful lot of people - not in the right language for 
a lot of people in Wales…” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, 
November 22, 2018).  
 
The diffusion of the sustainability problem frame via reconceptualising sectoral problems 
was also designed to introduce a stronger sense of empowerment and independence 
among actors and organisations across the sector. This was intended to enhance their 
resilience, and therefore sustainability, while being less reliant on Cadw: “All of the 
documents that supported the Act were intended to introduce that element of enablement 
and flexibility… to base the need and the management of change on a wider set of 
conservation principles that took into account the social and economic need for those 
communities” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). 
However, Cadw acknowledged that this major reconceptualisation could not have been 
achieved without the support of epicoms; “But we wouldn't have done that without getting 
wide sectoral and public support for that… and so hopefully it does reflect a more responsive 
approach from government” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 
2018); “…in fact, the sector seems very responsive to that and eager to join in to this and - in 
spite of the fact they may be getting tired of our consultations! But, we feel it’s very 
important because we want to carry them along, you know, we gave them the opportunity 
to comment on it and say, you know, this is what we need, this is, you know, where we think 
you need to-to be providing guidance or changing it to-to reflect actual conditions…” (Welsh 





Crucial support for this informal change in governance modes was provided by two epicoms: 
the Conservation Planning Epicom and the Historic Asset Owners Epicom. Importantly, both 
epicoms were able to benefit to some extent from this change, as with the focus on 
significance that the change in values permitted in the case of the former: “It's more 
enabling I think in helping, because a lot of the time... what's important... is to assess the 
significance, the importance of his [sic] asset, what it is, and what his understanding of it... 
So I think... what it has done, it does actually focus people on the importance of the asset, 
which didn't in the past…” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal 
communication, December 10, 2018); “The language that it uses is more about positive 
enhancement, management, you can change things, things need to evolve, there will be 
another layer of the onion, but we need to look at significance of the asset, rather than just 
keeping it in aspic” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, 
December 10, 2018). In the latter case, the simple recognition that change was inevitable 
and at times desirable was welcomed: “…there are quite a lot of people who... have devoted 
a great deal of their lives to opposing any change at all and Huw Lewis was the first of the 
ministers to accept that managed change had to take place…” (Historic Asset Owners 
Epicom member, personal communication, February 22, 2019); “We commend the approach 
in some of the new guidance, for example in Managing Change to Listed Buildings, which 
says that ‘conservation is about the careful management of change’, that ‘change may be 
desirable or necessary, but needs to be well managed’” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom 
member, 2015). 
 
Nevertheless, the same epicoms were reflective on the potential for enhanced freedom and 
flexibility to become a negative; “I think it does to a certain degree give us more autonomy, 
which is a double-edged sword in some ways. I think it goes back to us making sure we can 
justify the decisions that we are making because if the legislation isn't so prescriptive and 
we're not relying on a set of key characteristics we're having to make our own professional 
judgement and it’s making sure that you can properly articulate that professional 
judgement” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, December 
10, 2018); “…though it will be important that the HIA [Heritage Impact Assessment] 




Despite the fact that “…some groups that - I won't say were critical during the passage of 
the act - but were constructive in their criticisms have actually spoken very well of the 
guidance and recognise the effort… to contribute to this change of culture” (Welsh 
Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018), there remained some 
epicoms which were suspicious of the changes. One epicom member observed that “I think 
we've become more managers of change, which again worries me because that implies that 
change is desirable and necessary, which isn't always the way...” (Conservation Planning 
Epicom member, personal communication, January 29, 2019) and suggested that “I think it 
probably comes from the way the planning departments are subsuming conservationists and 
because... they became development management rather than planning departments and 
that wording came from the government. I think it's about acknowledging to the 
development and commercial sectors that - it's a political thing” (Conservation Planning 
Epicom member, personal communication, January 29, 2019). Another epicom member 
echoed the point that the historic environment is not always seen as a political priority: “If 
elected members choose to ignore, or if they say their priorities are cemeteries, dustbins, 
schools, dog walk-dog mess or whatever, icy roads, that's what gets their attention, not the 
historic environment” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 
22, 2018). Therefore “One of the things we said during the consultation process to Cadw was 
you can't just introduce legislation, you can't just produce guidance notes, you've got to go 
out and promote this, you've got to advocate good practice, you've got to train people, 
you've got to give them - they've never done it” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal 
communication, November 22, 2018). 
 
The implication here was that guidance on its own was not seen by some epicom members 
as enough to produce a widespread change of culture – particularly beyond those experts in 
the sector. Nor was it enough to offer protection beyond what could be introduced within 
legislation. The reconceptualisation of problems promoted by the guidance documents 
required training to fully inculcate them within those who did not already share these 
conceptions. One of the epicom members generally in favour of the changes inherent within 
the guidance made a related admission: “I can see why they're made this guidance less 
prescriptive and detailed. But equally that doesn't help with on-the-ground interpretation of 




building consent applications... or if... you're trying to find out what would be acceptable. It's 
OK if you have a huge amount of experience and knowledge... but it's incredibly difficult to 
provide that for every single scenario...” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal 
communication, January 29, 2019). 
 
Despite this, Cadw persisted in attempting to change the mode of governance, as alignment 
with the Welsh Government’s problematisation of sustainability was not the only causal 
factor. Strained financial conditions and the lack of salience for most cultural heritage 
subjects within Wales meant that there were also few opportunities to enhance statutory 
duties with respect to cultural heritage protection. Partly, this was because these would 
likely necessitate extra funding, which was highly unlikely to be forthcoming as witnessed 
with the largely cost-neutral HE Act. But another important consideration was that of 
competency. As the Bill team explained: “…there were challenges that arose that we hadn’t 
necessarily anticipated that came up… for instance questions about competence, which we 
hadn’t anticipated in some instances, in spite of our efforts to do so…” (Welsh Government 
Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). Two such instances were where 
“Responses to the consultation had largely supported a change to the status of World 
Heritage Sites… there was also strong support for removing aspects of ‘Class Consent’ 
(whereby established but potentially damaging land use – such as arable or forestry – is 
permitted on Scheduled Monuments). However, as areas of competence reserved for the 
U.K. Parliament at Westminster, these were ultimately unachievable” (Belford, 2018). 
 
Therefore, the extent of formal governance change that could be attempted by the Welsh 
Government was limited by the devolution settlement, which meant that other paths 
needed to be explored. “One of the things that you’ll see that we emphasise constantly is 
the fact that, you know, in addition to the Act we’re publishing all these guidance 
documents, you know, in addition to Planning Policy Wales and TAN 24, you know, to set out 
planning policy advice…” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 
2018). So guidance documents like these gave Cadw the ability both to mould changes to 





An obvious example here was found in the form of the guidance document Managing 
Change in World Heritage Sites in Wales published a year after the HE Act was passed. It 
enabled Cadw to implement a distinctively Welsh approach to protecting and caring for 
World Heritage Sites (Cadw, 2017d):  
 
“The Welsh Government’s approach to the protection and sustainable management 
of our World Heritage Sites is based on three principles:  
1. The statutory designation of specific historic assets within World Heritage 
Sites and associated mechanisms to manage and control works.  
2. The collaborative creation and implementation of World Heritage Site 
management plans to ensure the effective and active involvement of all key 
stakeholders.  
3. The use of the spatial planning system to guide appropriate development.” 
 
In comparison, England no longer had an up-to-date guidance document referring to the 
management of World Heritage Sites specifically, with the most recent document (Historic 
England, 2009) having been cancelled (Historic England, 2015) following the publication of 
the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012. The principles elucidated within that 
document, however, indicated difference between the English and Welsh approaches: 
“Each World Heritage Site should have an agreed Management Plan” did not make any 
stipulation concerning how it should be created or implemented (Historic England, 2009) - 
unlike in Wales. Similarly, while the Welsh approach left open significant flexibility for the 
involvement or otherwise of stakeholders and how they should organise, the English 
approach prescribed “A stakeholder steering group and support from the key partners, 
including major owners, managers and communities” and “Effective coordination, normally 
by a dedicated Coordinator” (Historic England, 2009). 
 
Ultimately, Cadw’s reconceptualisation of historic environment problems within the guise of 
delineating a distinctively Welsh approach reinforced the strength of their narrative, 
particularly as it was consistent with prevailing transnational trends in cultural heritage 
governance. Therefore, while some epicoms were unhappy with this re-problematisation, 




supportive of the production of guidance documents, though, and understood the political 
context in which they were being generated: “Guidance will have an important part to play 
in ensuring that the historic environment is managed sustainably…” (Archaeology Epicom 
member, 2015); “Given the lack of available resources, the emphasis must not be on 
compulsion, but on the enthusiastic use of guidance notes” (Built Heritage Epicom member, 
2015); “They're very good actually… that's one of the real plusses to come out of the Historic 
Environment Act: those [sic] whole level of guidance that's come afterwards, which weren't 
there before, they're very useful” (Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, 
October 25, 2018). Some epicom members also acknowledged, and welcomed, the fact 
these documents allowed the delineation of a Welsh approach: “I think they start to cover 
some new areas... which hadn't been covered before in Wales. We were reliant on Scottish 
and English guidance on policy, so they're very much to be welcomed...” (Conservation 
Planning Epicom member, personal communication, January 29, 2019). 
 
To effect their reconceptualisations in practice, Cadw again established a temporary 
instance of MLG on an informal basis to produce the guidance documents, which 
necessitated demands for expertise beyond that possessed by Cadw. The instance 
incorporated governmental actors within Cadw as well as governmental and non-
governmental epicom actors from various territorial scales. This permitted epicoms another 
opportunity to diffuse their ideas and standards into the content of the documents and to 
shape how Cadw policy should be implemented by local authorities and other interested 
stakeholders. It demonstrated once more that, irrespective of whether MLG instances were 
formal or informal, their establishment to resolve problems presented opportunities for 
epicoms to influence the content of resolutions to varying extents. The demand for 
expertise that legitimised epicom participation was also almost always based upon the 
technicality of the policy rather than other scope conditions such as uncertainty. 
 
In conclusion, this countervailing trend towards informal problem-solving governance by 
Cadw appeared to be instigated in response to a set of practical problems encompassing a 
lack of resources, salience, and competency. It meant that methods beyond formal 
governance change were required to anticipate and resolve problems across historic 




could be conceived as a wicked problem, as it admitted that continuous management and 
problem-solving would be necessary – which new legislation alone could not resolve (and 
may not be possible to pass).  
 
Therefore, as formal governance arrangements could not be established, Cadw had few 
options other than to generate wholesale reconceptualisations of historic environment 
problems on a collaborative and multi-level basis with governmental and non-governmental 
actors across the sector. This enabled resolutions to be developed that would require fewer 
resources and yet could also cross competency boundaries without consequence. It also 
fitted in well to the wider Welsh Government narrative of sustainability that had been 
developed in response to similar practical circumstances. 
 
Despite some reservations from epicoms, the lack of alternative problematisations or 
narratives ensured that reconceptualisations were enacted through accompanying guidance 
documents to the HE Act, with the support of some of the more strongly institutionalised 
epicom members. However, it remains to be seen how effective such re-problematisations 
will be in achieving their longer-term aims, as the resources necessary to fully diffuse them 
throughout the sector and society had not materialised to a significant extent. 
 
7.4.3. Institutionalisation of Expertise 
The final clear governance trend that emerged from this case study was the increasing 
institutionalisation of expertise, as noted variously earlier, in connection with problem-
solving instances of MLG. 
 
For example, the statutory position of HERs necessarily institutionalised those experts 
(epicom members in many cases) who compiled and maintained them, as specialist and 
technical knowledge were required for these tasks. Although the role of the WATs here was 
not made statutory, there were few viable alternatives in reality, particularly given that local 
authorities did not have the resources to attempt to recreate and manage HERs themselves. 
What developed was an MLG instance to resolve the problem of the previously uncertain 
status of the HERs that further embedded and legitimised the participation of non-




The proposal for an advisory panel also illustrated the accumulation of institutionalised 
expertise within an already busy organisational environment. However, while epicoms were 
generally supportive of its creation, they did express concerns over its role and value: “The 
Wales Heritage Group’s members have differing views on the value, role and scope of an 
Advisory Panel… There needs to be clarification concerning  the respective roles of the 
Advisory Panel and the Historic Environment Group…” (Wales Heritage Group, 2015); “There 
is also a high cost associated with the creation of such a panel and given the stretched 
resources we refer to elsewhere in this document we feel consideration could be given to 
how else this money might be used” (National Trust, 2015); “Therefore, it will be important, 
in a time of scarce resources, to ensure that there is clear divide between the role of the HEG 
and the new [advisory panel]” (UK Environmental Law Association, 2015).  
 
Those concerns may have arisen for two reasons. Firstly, although HEG comprised epicom 
members in their organisational (as opposed to personal) capacity, the regular attendance 
of Cadw representatives and the Minister meant that it was useful for building relationships 
and diffusing ideas. A new body may have challenged these functions and permitted the 
opportunity for different epicoms to wield a similar influence. The second reason was that, 
in a sector where funding was scarce, a new body may have been seen to divert funding 
from somewhere that could have used it more productively. Ultimately, the goal of 
institutionalisation was dependent upon the extent to which some epicoms were already 
institutionalised, as well as the extent to which it may have led to detrimental impacts upon 
their policy enterprise of cultural heritage protection more generally.   
 
The advisory panel remains on the statute but has yet to come into existence because 
“…we've put it to one side for the time being, largely because of the impending recruitment 
for the new board of Cadw... So where we are now with the advisory panel is to see how the 
board operates. They are different things in a sense that one is internal and supporting the 
work of Cadw whereas the advisory panel as articulated in the Act is about providing policy 
and strategic advice for the Welsh ministers. So there is a significant difference between the 
two...” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, April 13, 2018). The current 
Minister, Lord Dafydd Elis-Thomas, in recognising the value of expertise within the historic 




we can use the Royal Commission more in that way. And I haven't come to a decision about 
that… the Royal Commission for Ancient and Historical Monuments is full of experts and I 
think that has a particular service it provides to government, to the public, to the historical 
professions, but also to the identity of the nation really… We are still considering and really I 
suppose how we operate in relation to the advisory committee [sic]…” (Lord Dafydd Elis-
Thomas, personal communication, December 4, 2018). So although the ultimate fate of the 
advisory panel remains uncertain, the commitment to institutionalising and utilising 
expertise across the sector has seemingly become more established following the 
development and passage of the HE Act, which was a key aim for epicoms. 
 
7.5. Linguistic Cultural Identity as a Mediator 
 
7.5.1. Early Development of the Bill 
It is important to note here some possible explanations for the absence of the influence of 
linguistic cultural identity as a mediator early in the process of development of the Historic 
Environment Bill. 
 
The first potential reason may have been the still nascent status of Welsh as an official 
language in Wales. The Welsh Language Measure, which raised the status of the language to 
this level, had only been passed a few months before the election of the new Welsh 
Government in 2011. Until this point, the dominant focus for groups concerned with the 
Welsh language was to secure its institutionalisation within public governance 
organisations, thereby emphasising equality with the English language. It may be that, with 
the agenda-setting process for the HE Bill beginning later that year, there had simply not 
been enough time for interested actors to become aware of the broader implications of the 
Welsh language legislation for other policy areas. Indeed, when Welsh linguistic cultural 
identity eventually did become an influential political factor, it appeared to arise 
spontaneously in response to perceived threats to the preservation of Welsh historic place 
names as expressed by the general public. There had been little coordinated campaigning 





Secondly, the original terms of the HE Bill as set out in the Welsh Labour manifesto and 
early Welsh Government statements concentrated primarily upon the historic environment, 
with archaeological heritage, built heritage and their relationships to the planning system 
being of chief interest. However, these elements of cultural heritage bore little connection 
to Welsh linguistic cultural identity, which was founded mainly within folk customs related 
to the arts or rural ways of life. Exclusion from the problematisation of cultural heritage 
protection in Wales, therefore, may have disincentivised the mobilisation of interested 
actors until a window of opportunity opened when the issue of historic place name 
protection appeared later in the development of the Bill. 
 
However, the terms of the Bill might have been deliberately exclusionary, as the Welsh 
Government may have wished to avoid issues concerning the Welsh language because it 
had been traditionally promoted by Plaid Cymru. A political debate on this issue could have 
resulted in concessions to a party that harboured ambitions of regaining the place within 
government that it had recently lost following the 2011 election. The situation of the HE Bill 
beyond matters associated with the Welsh language may have been designed to stifle the 
formation and input of groups looking to politicise the issue. A key member of the advocacy 
coalition hinted that they had been deliberately excluded from the early stages of the 
process in their submission to the consultation to the HE Bill in 2015: “We are disappointed 
that there was no such consultation with Cymdeithas Enwau Lleoedd Cymru during the 
consultation period on the Future of our Past in 2013. Neither did we have a voice on the 
External Reference Group convened shortly afterwards… We would have appreciated an 
invitation to present evidence to any of the various bodies and working groups” 
(Cymdeithas, 2015). The Explanatory Memorandum, produced prior to the consultation, 
appeared to confirm this: “During the [early stages of] consultation on the Bill, some people 
called for legislation to place a duty on LPAs to keep a list of Welsh language place names 
and to accord them some form of protection. However…The protection of place names falls 
outside the scope of the Bill” (Welsh Government, 2016). 
 
All these issues contrasted significantly with the situation in Québec. There, the language 
had long been associated with a distinctive Québecois identity (as was the case in Wales 




period of time. This enabled the development of an awareness of the implications for such 
an identity on all policy areas – with cultural heritage itself having been associated with 
linguistic identity for longer than a ‘Welsh Government’ had been in existence. Similarly, as 
that form of identity in Québec was possessed by the majority of the population, there had 
been no desire to stifle debate to prevent its politicisation as may have been the case in 
Wales. Nevertheless, the issue did ultimately emerge in the Welsh case, which suggests that 
an influential constituency may exist that seeks to take advantage of further opportunities 
for cultural heritage protection legislation in the future.   
 
7.5.2. Historic Place Names 
During the early stages of the development of the HE Bill the problematisation of the 
legislation had been tightly controlled by the Welsh Government that had the effect of 
excluding wider concerns relating to culture, identity, and language. This benefited them, as 
is stated above, because it reduced the likely scope for political controversy that could have 
stifled the progress of a key part of their sustainability agenda. However, following the 
introduction of the HE Bill to the Senedd, the formation of an advocacy coalition in favour of 
statutory protection for historic place names significantly challenged the Welsh 
Government’s problem framing along a linguistic cultural identity faultline. 
 
The AC effectively conceived of cultural heritage as a wicked problem by connecting the 
technicality of the field to social and cultural issues. In so doing they expanded the definition 
of the historic environment presented by the Welsh Government to include not just historic 
places, but their names as well, which were problematised by associating their lack of 
statutory protection with a lack of protection for (primarily Welsh) culture and identity: “We 
don’t have a right to the land, but I’m sure we have a right to these names, which are such a 
part of our culture and history”; “You can’t disregard historical place names. These ancient 
names are at the root of our communities. These are the stepping stones for all of us to our 
heritage, old and young…”; “…names of the physical features of human activity are, as much 
as the features themselves, 'a precious and irreplaceable legacy for the nation [....] have left 




belonging'”166. The arguments made here both implicitly and explicitly linked the concept of 
Welsh cultural and national identity with language via place names. The shared cultural 
values that may have inhabited and represented a place in the past were illustrated as the 
same values that connected individuals with that past – accessible through their 
embodiment in place names.  
 
The associations with identity heavily politicised what had previously been largely technical 
debates over the Bill provisions. Policymakers quickly identified how the associations made 
by the AC could be used to further their political priorities: “…what do the people of Wales 
expect from the National Assembly for Wales and the Welsh Government? Don’t they expect 
us to safeguard those things that are at the core of our identity as a nation?” (Rhodri Glyn 
Thomas, 2016); “…can you put your hand on your heart and say that the amendments that 
you’ve tabled to this Bill are sufficient to ensure that we are nation that is linked with 
Faerdre Fach rather than Happy Donkey Hill167?” (Rhodri Glyn Thomas, 2016); “I think, as 
has already been made clear by other speakers, what you call a particular place very much 
goes to your identity as an individual, as a community” (Peter Black, 2016). This generated 
significant political pressure on the Welsh Government to broaden its historic environment 
problem frame, given that the Senedd composition was finely balanced, or else face the 
possibility of failing to pass the legislation. 
 
One of the key differences between the AC and the epicoms that participated in the 
policymaking process was that the AC allowed their principled beliefs to guide their use of 
evidence. This served to emphasise their problematisation before policymakers but was 
subject to greater scrutiny from officials working on the Bill: “…the only other thing I would 
say is when we subjected some of the extreme claims of the place name, you know, 
advocates – protection advocates – to scrutiny, many of their claims would not stand up. So, 
they kept on saying: this has been changed; this has been changed and in fact formal 
changes in most cases had not occurred. Place names were definitely being used but historic 
place names were still in place, so it was very difficult to, you know, adopt an extreme 
position which they were advocating” (Welsh Government Official, personal communication, 
 
166 (Welsh Language Commissioner, 2015) - including a partial quotation from Welsh Government (2016). 




April 13, 2018). Epicoms were similarly sceptical of their claims: “Interestingly, when we 
came to look into it, we found that an awful lot of the changes from Welsh to English 
weren't to the name of the place but to the business operating from it. We also found that, 
when people who wanted to change their names write to the post office to do so, if they 
were told: 'do you really want that, we'd rather you stuck with the Welsh' an awful lot of 
people did say: 'Oh OK, we didn't realise it was that important, so we'll stick with it'” 
(Archaeology Epicom member, personal communication, November 22, 2018). 
 
However, epicoms understood and accepted the causal arguments behind the support for 
the protection of historic place names, in addition to their identity associations: “…it's more 
a kind of trying to maintain a Welsh culture, and your language and your place names are 
very important in that” (Conservation Planning Epicom member, personal communication, 
December 10, 2018); “The concern about place names is very much all part of that 
nationalist lobby, with which I have a lot of sympathy, I have to say... I think it's an important 
part of Welsh history and identity and represents a national identity” (Archaeology Epicom 
member, personal communication, November 22, 2018); “And of course it got tied in with 
the politics of the Welsh language, which I briefly referred to: I feel that the Welsh language 
is wildly important for Wales, for Wales's cohesion... The one thing that does help if we do 
have a distinctive cultural identity and the language is the biggest single driver of that 
cultural identity” (Historic Asset Owners Epicom member, personal communication, 
February 22, 2019). The acceptance of the validity of the arguments made by the AC, if not 
necessarily some of the circumstances and ideas that they put forward, epicoms mediated 
some of the influence of linguistic cultural identity upon discussions relating to Bill 
provisions. The moderating attitude of those institutionalised epicom members within the 
ERG, therefore, played an important role in convincing officials to turn to experts within the 
field to develop a compromise policy solution. 
 
That solution involved the establishment of a list of historic place names (HE Act 2016) in 
another instance of problem-solving MLG that incorporated both governmental and non-
governmental actors, including experts, across more than one level of governance. The 
RCAHMW compiled and maintains the list on behalf of Welsh Ministers with the input of 




organisations such as local authorities and Natural Resources Wales when making naming 
decisions (RCAHMW, 2020). 
 
Therefore, although the AC had successfully broadened the definition of cultural heritage 
enough to begin to wicked problematise it and include an element of intangible heritage, 
the Welsh Government were able to identify a technical resolution to the problem (with the 
help of epicoms) to regain conceptual control. However, as was noted earlier, the resolution 
did not entitle historic place names statutory protection beyond simple recognition. This has 
led to periodic attempts to reopen the matter, including attempts to pass new legislation to 
ensure some form of protection from renaming, which suggests that the problem frame has 
persisted. The associations with Welsh linguistic cultural identity have also persisted, 
though, which in this case continues to offer opportunities to wicked problematise cultural 
heritage. The conclusion here is that, although epicoms were able to moderate the effects 
of linguistic cultural identity for a short time by offering a technical resolution to a technical 
conceptualisation of the problem, the wicked nature of the issue means that further 
resolutions may be necessary due to the continuation of contentious politics on this matter.  
 
7.6. Conclusion 
The second part of this case study has highlighted the important role played by epicoms in 
the formation and development of instances of MLG in response to problem-solving 
requirements. 
 
The HE Bill was conceived by the Welsh Government in narrow terms, restricting discussion 
to mostly technical matters to resolve technical problematisations, yet this presented many 
epicoms with more opportunities to influence the content of provisions and become 
institutionalised – temporarily and more permanently – in developing problem resolutions. 
However, inter-epicom competition and a highly fragmented sector resulted in potentially 
sub-optimal outcomes for the sector as a whole, as this may have contributed to the 
development of a less-ambitious piece of legislation. Fragmentation may also have 
reinforced the privileged positions of epicoms already institutionalised within historic 
environment governance in Wales because they better understood policymakers needs and 




The increased extent of institutionalisation of expertise and epicoms was a major feature of 
the HE Bill development and implementation however. Instances of formal MLG were 
commonly established to resolve certain problems that included experts and epicoms on 
the basis of their technical knowledge from HERs to HPAs to historic place name list 
compilation and maintenance. Temporary instances, such as the ERG, were also set up on a 
formal basis recognised the value of expertise in generating legislation that would be 
acceptable to the majority of the influential members of the sector. Nevertheless, informal 
methods of problem resolution were also sought when the barriers to establishing formal 
instances of MLG were too high, particularly in the case of Cadw’s reconceputalisation of 
historic environment problems. This permitted the organisation the potential ability to exert 
wider influence across the sector despite a lack of capacity. 
 
However, in so doing, Cadw tacitly admitted the scale of the problem of cultural heritage 
management and the necessity for developing a continuous capacity to adapt and respond 
to new challenges. This admission of an element of wickedness within the field echoed the 
problematisation presented by the historic place names advocacy coalition that emphasised 
wickedness in relation to linguistic cultural identity. The temporary removal of the problem 
of historic environment protection to the political realm from the technical allowed the 
narrow framing of the problem to be widened to include an element of intangible cultural 
heritage. Nevertheless, Cadw regained some control in turning to epicoms to moderate this 
influence by producing a counter-problematisation that returned the focus to the technical 
realm, albeit as a short-term resolution. Periodic resumptions of political pressure, 
combined with other factors that may spark problematisations related to linguistic cultural 











8. Comparing Cases 
 
8.1. Introduction 
The previous case study chapters have delineated the empirical evidence and primary 
themes emerging from Québec and Wales associated with the research questions posed at 
the beginning of the thesis. This chapter seeks to build upon that by analysing the cases 
comparatively and demonstrating common and/or competing trends that begin to answer, 
more directly, the research questions of this study below. The structuring themes utilised 
during the case study chapters will be repeated and structured in relation to the questions 
themselves. 
 
Q1. How do the concepts of epistemic communities and multi-level governance 
arrangements for policymaking contribute to each other? 
 
8.2. Epistemic Communities and their Relationships 
 
8.2.1. Inter-Epistemic Community Relationships 
The focus of this analytical stream is the relationships that epistemic communities 
maintained that contributed to influencing multi-level governance arrangements for 
policymaking. This first theme, therefore, begins by examining inter-epicom relationships 
comparatively. 
 
One of the most significant factors in determining the scale of subsequent governance 
change was the level of cooperation or competition between epistemic communities in each 
case. Both case areas demonstrated an extensive diversity of interest groups and epistemic 
communities across their respective cultural heritage fields that signified a wide array of 
perspectives on the subject. 
 
However, in the case of Québec, epicoms gradually began to promote a shared episteme 
founded in the concept of a holistic definition of cultural heritage. The episteme gained 
prominence during debates concerning La politique culturelle in the early 1990s in response 
to the near absence of cultural heritage within the original Arpin Report. The lack of salience 




cultural heritage as a societal issue and to link it to social and cultural issues (among others). 
This wicked problematisation of cultural heritage via a shared episteme had, by the time of 
the next Arpin Report in 2000, united the majority of larger epicoms in its promotion. 
Although this cooperation was largely uncoordinated by any particular actor or group, it did 
appear to offer benefits to most epicoms involved, as it continued to keep the policy field on 
the agenda of policymakers over a 20 year period. 
 
Eventually, the central shared policy enterprise that this episteme entailed – that of new 
cultural heritage legislation – was achieved, which included influences from a diverse group 
of epicoms across the sector. The legislation, La loi sur le patrimoine culturel, entailed 
numerous governance changes. Not least among them was the expansion of state 
responsibilities with respect to cultural heritage protection that included new fields, such as 
intangible heritage and cultural landscapes, for the first time. These macro level changes 
were accompanied by new and decentralised responsibilities for municipalities that, caveats 
aside, offered the potential for a major expansion of their roles with respect to cultural 
heritage protection too. However, competition between epicoms for representation on 
institutionalised expert bodies did not result in more diverse representation, with existing 
institutionalised epicoms simply maintaining their positions to a large extent following their 
failure to support more varied membership. 
 
The Welsh case illustrated some very different tendencies. The sector remained highly 
fragmented throughout the process of development and passage of the Historic 
Environment Bill, only occasionally uniting under the aegis of a shared episteme, as in the 
case of the proposed Cadw-RCAHMW merger. There, epicoms cooperated by successfully 
counter-problematising the issue of deteriorating levels of expertise within local planning 
authorities, which ultimately proved to be an influential factor in the dispensing of the 
proposal. However, the extent of dissension of perspectives across the sector may have 
been a factor in the ultimate reduction of the ambition of the Bill itself, as policymakers 
sought to limit the potential for controversy and political debate by restricting it to technical 
matters. At the same time, policymakers also narrowed the field of participation to epicoms 
who were largely known to them through their institutionalised status, which excluded 




significant, were at much smaller scales than those achieved within Québec and offered 
fewer benefits to the cultural heritage sector as a whole – largely only benefiting those 
epicoms who participated in the process. 
 
These findings demonstrate the significance of inter-epicom relationships as a factor in the 
scale of governance change resulting from changes in legislation. Cooperative relationships 
between epicoms, especially when promoting shared epistemes and pursuing shared policy 
goals, were consistent with more effective enterprises for the sector as a whole and sharing 
benefits from policy and governance change more broadly. They were also consistent with 
governance change at larger scales. However, competitive relationships between epicoms 
appeared to result in less effective campaigns that achieved fewer benefits for non-
institutionalised epicoms, instead seemingly bolstering the privileged status of those already 
well-connected and embedded. Subsequent governance change also tended to be more 
confined to lower scales. 
 
Inter-epicom relationships did not exist in isolation, of course, as many factors may have 
contributed to their development. Policymakers in Québec demonstrated more uncertainty 
over the shape of any new legislation, choosing to ‘outsource’ the development of outline 
themes to experts themselves, who were required to work together to produce coherent 
plans that favoured the development of common epistemes. The Welsh Government, 
meanwhile, entered the Fourth Assembly with a clearer idea of the area it wanted to 
delineate for debate that immediately prevented broader conceptions being considered.  
 
Similarly, cultural heritage experts participating in the process in Wales operated with few 
common arenas or sites within which they could share knowledge between disciplines, such 
as conferences or universities. The former existed, but were dedicated mostly to disciplinary 
research and discussion, while the latter possessed few dedicated cultural heritage courses 
that might encourage the development of holistic approaches to the field. Geography was 
also a factor, as expertise in different disciplines was dispersed more widely across the 
country, with little concentration in the major cities. Indeed, the Welsh cultural heritage 
sector was in many respects treated as an extension of the English sector by several 




may have disrupted efforts to build relationships between disciplines and to form any 
coherent narrative or broader problematisation of the cultural heritage situation in Wales. 
Lastly, very few epicom actors had experience of working in the international scale of 
governance, which may have reduced opportunities for diffusing international standards 
and values that may have encouraged broader perspectives.  
 
Cultural heritage experts in Québec were insulated from epistemic competition or 
disruption from those with Canada-wide perspectives, however, by the lingua franca of the 
province. Many were well connected within their disciplines through large peak 
associations, which were also concentrated within a small number of major urban areas, 
such as Montréal and Québec City. This provided more opportunities to mix and share ideas, 
as well as more numerous interdisciplinary conferences and dedicated cultural heritage 
organisations and university courses, which promoted holistic perspectives of the subject 
through shared professional development and training experiences. In addition, unlike their 
counterparts in Wales, several influential epicom actors in Québec possessed experience of 
working at the international level. Notably, international standards and values were much-
referenced by epicom actors throughout the 20-year period of development, which were 
not only politically useful but also facilitated holistic approaches to cultural heritage by 
challenging the status quo. 
 
Inter-epicom relationships were, therefore, significantly shaped by their societal contexts. 
This matters because it implies that subsequent problematisations and approaches to 
problem resolutions may be more likely to be discrete or holistic depending upon the nature 
of the epicom ‘ecosystem’. Problem resolution may or may not be any more effective either 
way. However, for policymakers, understanding the influences upon the formulation of 
policy problems and resolutions by epicoms may enable a more effective assessment of 
their appropriateness and prioritisation.  
 
A final point worth noting here is that, with respect to preserving their institutionalised 
status and their interests in maintaining important positions from which to diffuse their 
ideas and values, epicoms tended to act in favour of those interests rather than the 




perspectives on cultural heritage protection, it did result in limiting the diversity of expertise 
present within instances of problem-solving MLG, which may be a factor in the perpetuation 
of problems by these instances (to be noted in a later section). 
 
8.2.2. Redefinition of Expertise 
A potentially important factor in the understanding of inter-epicom relationships across the 
two cases that merits its own section here is that of the redefinition of expertise provided 
within the methodology of this thesis.  
 
The definition produced by Collins & Evans defines expertise in both contributory and 
interactional terms that describe, in turn, either the mastery of both the language and 
practice of a field of knowledge or the mastery of the language of a field of knowledge only. 
In the first instance, applying this definition to the cultural heritage field generated the 
significant benefit of permitting the consideration and identification of epistemic 
communities in a new policy area and a wide range of specialisms, such as Historic Asset 
Owners, Indigenous groups, and Museum professionals. Historic Asset Owners, in particular, 
were identified as an epistemic community, as opposed to an interest group, based 
primarily upon their contributory expertise in the operational and strategic management of 
historic assets in the private and third sector168. The relative influence of this group in the 
Welsh case demonstrated the importance of accurate identification of actor relationships to 
the generation of research findings.  
 
Following on from this, it is also important to note that the definition proposed modifies 
Peter Haas’ conception of epicoms in one important way, which is to sever the link between 
experts and professions. This definition does not require experts to develop their expertise 
within a profession – although most clearly will. The reason for this is because it 
democratises the concept of expertise to include groups such as Indigenous 
representatives169 - in this case - who, while perhaps not in possession of professional 
expertise concerning their cultural practices, nevertheless have developed expertise 
 
168 In addition to meeting the four criteria set out by Peter Haas for epistemic community membership. See the 
Methodology chapter for an overview. 




through immersion. This is important because diversifying expertise within governance and 
policy production may enhance the legitimacy and effectiveness of outcomes by providing 
new and different perspectives on problems. But it is also important to recognise the 
multifarious nature of expertise beyond academia and science so as to increase the 
applicability of the epicoms framework and usefully conceptualise expert actors in new and 
different policy areas. 
 
Moreover, defining expertise in contributory and interactional terms may help to explain 
key differences in inter-epicom relationships observed in each case, which were elucidated 
in the preceding section. Within Québec, for example, almost all core epicom actors could 
be identified as possessing contributory expertise based upon their credentials, experience, 
and track record. However, many also possessed significant levels of interactional expertise 
of ‘cultural heritage’ as a general field of knowledge, in addition to their contributory (and, 
by default, interactional) expertise within their specialist fields.  
 
Sometimes, this was due to similar formative experiences in educational and/or training 
settings, as with multiple members of the Built Heritage and Conservation Planning Epicoms 
who completed courses within subjects related to heritage conservation. At other times, 
their professions intersected significantly, as with the many academic members of epicoms 
(especially from the year 2000 onwards) who increasingly taught in departments or on 
courses that began to deliver overlapping modules on cultural heritage. In another example, 
two members of the Built Heritage Epicom held significant experience of working at the 
international level of governance for cultural heritage organisations, which enabled them to 
form interactional expertise of ‘cultural heritage’ through immersion in this broader field. 
Several other members regularly attended heritage (i.e. cultural heritage) forums or worked 
within ‘cultural heritage’ organisations that also provided incentives and opportunities to 
immerse themselves within the field170.  
 
 
170 One such organisation aims to “…promote and protect the architectural, historic, natural and cultural 
heritage…” (Mission Statement, Héritage Montreal, Québec) of its municipality for example. In so doing, it 
recognises the connection and contribution of a variety of cultural heritage forms to the construction of 




Therefore, in Québec, there were many more opportunities for epicom members to develop 
interactional expertise in other fields. This mattered because it may have played a crucial 
role in facilitating the development of the common episteme of a holistic perspective of 
cultural heritage. By routinely immersing themselves not only in their specialist fields of 
knowledge, but also in a broader field that highlighted the interconnectedness of heritage 
disciplines, the development of common interactional expertise on cultural heritage may 
have generated conditions for clearer and more effective communication and 
understanding. 
 
The situation in Wales was less conducive to the formation of interactional expertise 
between most disciplines however. Again, almost all core epicom members who engaged 
with the policymaking process were in possession of contributory expertise, but relatively 
few possessed wider interactional expertise in other disciplines. For example, when asked to 
define ‘an expert’ within interviews, few epicom members approached the subject of 
intangible heritage. One of the few who did was in possession of interactional expertise in 
Archaeology171.  
 
Few epicom members maintained shared formative educational and/or training 
experiences. Very few courses focusing upon cultural heritage as a broad subject exist in 
Wales172 and very few associations, forums or organisations exist to promote a holistic 
perspective of cultural heritage, which was one justification for the CELG Committee 
recommendation of an umbrella body for cultural heritage to be established. The only 
points of intersection between disciplines occurred within professions that possessed some 
(relatively) highly institutionalised positions i.e. Archaeology, Conservation Planning, and 
Historic Asset Owners. All three groups possessed some interactional expertise of the 
operation and regulation of the planning system in Wales because their professions 
required engagement with the system in different ways. The Archaeology Epicom engaged 
with the system as non-statutory consultees on all planning applications with possible 
archaeological interest. The Historic Asset Owners Epicom engaged with the system by 
 
171 Their contributory expertise was in the wider subject of Heritage Management. 
172 And very few academics were present within cultural heritage epicoms engaged in the Historic Environment 




developing planning applications on historic parks and gardens, listed buildings, and 
scheduled ancient monuments. The Conservation Planning Epicom, finally, were comprised 
of individuals who were largely responsible for deciding and investigating planning 
applications. 
 
While the development of a common episteme between the above three groups was not 
discernible, their interests in the planning system were somewhat oppositional at times, 
which may have mitigated against such a development. However, all three groups were 
central to the shape of the final Historic Environment Bill because they not only represented 
the key areas that the Bill legislated on, but were also the most institutionalised epicoms in 
possession of more opportunities for making contributions. The fact that they possessed 
interactional expertise in a common subject, however, may have made them more effective 
at bargaining and communicating proposals through a shared deeper understanding of 
common issues and the appropriate ‘vocabulary’ of discussion.  
 
Therefore, in both Québec and Wales, applying the Collins & Evans definition of expertise to 
epicoms has demonstrated some potentially important insights into inter-epicom dynamics. 
Within the former territory, common formative experiences, professional intersections, and 
various openings for meeting and sharing ideas provided extensive opportunities to develop 
common interactional expertise in the broader discipline of cultural heritage. In doing so, 
this may have removed barriers to communication and understanding that enabled shared 
epistemes to form, which effectively permitted multiple epicoms to pursue a common 
interest in a coherent manner without central coordination. In Wales, however, fewer 
opportunities existed to facilitate the development of interactional expertise between wide-
ranging disciplines. When they were present, they existed only between those epicoms that 
were relatively well institutionalised on a subject in which all shared a common interest, 
although the diverse motives for this interest may have prevented a common episteme 
from emerging. Nevertheless, interactional expertise may still have facilitated better 
communication and understanding between those epicoms concerned, which may have 
acted to consolidate their institutionalised positions and prevent knowledge or expertise 





The implications for the epistemic communities literature deriving from these findings will 
be discussed in more detail in the concluding chapter of this thesis. 
 
8.2.3. Problematisation and Framing 
While inter-epicom relationships appeared to be a significant factor for shaping the 
resultant scale of governance change, the problematisation and framing strategies pursued 
by epicoms were the most important and influential factors in the extent of governance 
change and the development of MLG. Those problematisations necessarily entailed trade-
offs, however, depending upon their inclusive or exclusive nature. 
 
In Wales, the early and consistent wicked problematisation of sustainability by the Welsh 
Government – embodied by the Well-being for Future Generations Act – effectively 
downgraded the problem status of other policy areas that fed into it, including cultural 
heritage. The Welsh Government also narrowly conceptualised the problem in this field as 
the historic environment, restricting debate to technical areas concerning listed buildings, 
HERs, and other items. It ensured that state responsibilities would be unlikely to expand 
and, given the fragmented nature of epicoms in the sector, ensured few alternative 
problematisations would develop. Consequently, epicoms were largely constrained to 
making technical contributions to the legislation, although Cadw were afforded a broad 
remit within the historic environment conceptualisation. 
 
However, while tight control over the definition of cultural heritage excluded epicoms from 
influencing the location of the boundaries of the policy area under consideration, it was 
balanced by the opportunities it presented to contribute to the content of policy. Focusing 
upon technical policy detail generated uncertainty within Cadw concerning the policy issues 
of the sector and how they were to be problematised. This produced demand for expertise 
that epicoms were able to fulfil by framing problematisations, followed by opportunities to 
institutionalise and collaborate on the development of legislative provisions and guidance, 
as was the case with the ERG. Nevertheless, the opportunities available were chiefly filled by 
those epicoms already institutionalised to some extent within historic environment 
governance in Wales, as they understood policymaker requirements better and had already 




conception consequently narrowed the range of actors likely to fulfil the demand for 
expertise.  
 
One exception to that statement was that sharply refining problematisations may have 
reduced competition with, and enhanced influence from, even weakly institutionalised 
epicoms under certain circumstances. A possible example of this was illustrated by the 
actions of the Museums Epicom, which engaged in a highly specific problematisation of the 
situation of archaeological archives, which generated uncertainty among officials and a 
demand for expertise from only those few epicoms with specialist technical knowledge. This 
acted to reduce effective competition to their policy objective that would ensure a small 
amount of extra protection for those repositories and, ultimately, for museums themselves. 
 
This general situation in Wales contrasted heavily with that in Québec though. Uncertainty 
over how to treat cultural heritage among policymakers, combined with a lack of knowledge 
and saliency concerning the field, provided epicoms with the opportunity to present a 
broader problematisation of the concept. This served to associate cultural heritage with 
identity constructs173 that, at the time of La politique, were highly relevant in preserving a 
sense of its distinct society under the shadow of constitutional negotiations and fears of 
repatriation of powers. Defining cultural heritage holistically became a shared episteme 
among epicoms and was continually repeated within official reports produced, on behalf of 
the provincial government, by epicom members and other experts over the succeeding 20 
years. This problematisation was ‘wicked’ in nature because it emphasised the social, 
cultural, environmental, and other aspects of cultural heritage, conceiving of it as an ever-
changing embodiment of societal values, which required continual re-solutions. This 
permitted epicoms to remove debate into the political realm, generating continued interest 
and saliency among policymakers, while keeping the subject on the agenda until it had been 
‘resolved’. It also allowed them to largely set the boundaries of the policy area to be 




173 Via the notion of intangible cultural heritage and its links with Québecois folk crafts, music, and traditions, 




Epicoms were permitted significant freedom to delineate policy boundaries, which included 
the outlining of key themes to pursue within the legislation, although they were not 
afforded the same level of collaborative development on the provisions of La Loi as epicoms 
within Wales. This may have been due to the specific style of the policymaking process in 
Québec, rather than due to the broader problematisation pursued by epicoms, but it was 
the case that epicoms in the province were not as influential at the technical stage of 
policymaking than those in Wales. It may be that, by establishing a wide or holistic wicked 
problematisation, the re-situation of subsequent debate within the political sphere permits 
more extensive influence on technical details from political sources. For example, the tightly 
controlled process for designating cultural landscapes that set high barriers for agreement 
made them functionally almost impossible to designate beyond a very small scale, which 
satisfied few except the provincial government. 
 
Problematisation, then, was a key factor in delineating policy boundaries that determined 
the extent of changing state responsibilities and, therefore, governance arrangements. It 
was also responsible, to a large extent, for stimulating differing levels of demand for 
expertise at different stages of the policymaking process. Broader, wicked problematisations 
influenced levels of uncertainty among policymakers, which generated demands for 
expertise earlier in the process: such as in setting the policy agenda and outlining key ideas 
and objectives. Narrower, non-wicked problematisations appeared to restrict debate to 
purely technical details of policy, which occurred later in the process at the development 
stage.  
 
However, problematisation was constant and contextual, leading to continual counter-
problematisations and re-problematisations. For example, epicoms within Québec were 
able to stimulate demand for expertise on specific technical matters by fostering an instance 
of uncertainty over the definition of intangible heritage, which convinced policymakers to 
alter the final wording. Similarly, in Wales, Cadw’s broad remit within the boundaries of the 
restricted historic environment problematisation generated uncertainty over policy 
objectives. This stimulated a demand for expertise that permitted epicoms to influence the 




state responsibilities could be expanded (such as in securing the status of HERs or 
conserving marine heritage174). 
 
Each new iteration of a problem possessed the potential to generate a demand for 
expertise. This suggests that increasing episodes of problematisation may be beneficial for 
epicoms in generating demand that allows them to influence aspects of policy development 
and/or to institutionalise. However, epicoms already institutionalised within governance of 
that policy area may find greater benefits in limiting the extent of problematisation, which it 
appears may favour their continual involvement and further their institutionalised status. 
Problematisation, then, to some extent allows epicoms to act as gatekeepers in establishing 
barriers to the utilisation of certain knowledge or the diffusion of certain ideas and values 
depending upon their status. The implications of this will be explored in the following 
section when discussing problem-solving mechanisms. 
 
8.3. Actors and Instances of MLG 
 
8.3.1. Formalisation of MLG Instances 
The problematisations conceived by epistemic communities stimulated a distinctive trend 
towards the establishment of multi-level governance instances across both case study areas. 
Within this trend epicoms tended to express a preference for the establishment of 
formalised instances of MLG above informal instances as shown below. 
 
The Wales case was the most obvious in this regard. Here, the restriction of the boundaries 
of problematisation limited epicoms to the technical sphere of policymaking, which led to 
several technical problematisations of issues within the sector. Many rested on the need to 
provide a consistent and secure position for cultural heritage within the wider planning 
system that was dependent upon instruments of cultural heritage governance becoming 
statutory. Historic environment records were a case in point. The Archaeology Epicom in 
particular pressed the need to formalise the situation of HERs within the existing instance of 
MLG whereby local planning authorities consulted HERs compiled and maintained by the 
 
174 Although later research indicated that this would be best achieved through a separate piece of legislation 




Welsh Archaeological Trusts at the regional level. But the formalisation of this relationship 
generated a new problem concerning the location of the legal duty to compile and maintain 
the HERs that was resolved by extending the existing instance to include the ‘national’ level 
of governance. Both Archaeology and Conservation Planning Epicoms favoured this 
approach because it ensured the enforcement of consistent standards and the stability of 
largely continuing current arrangements (plus reducing financial burdens to LPAs and 
WATs). 
 
Similarly, a new instance of MLG was made possible by the HE Act, which permitted 
governmental actors and private actors from the ‘national’ and regional and/or local level to 
enter formal agreements for managing a series of renovation works to an historic site over a 
longer period of time. These HPAs, although yet to be established in practice, were 
supported in principle by many epicoms who also ensured that they were added to the 
policy agenda from an early stage in the process. They were particularly likely to benefit the 
Historic Asset Owners Epicom in meeting some of their policy goals e.g. consistent 
implementation of standards and reduction of delays in gaining planning permission. Once 
more, they established a formal mechanism for considering cultural heritage within the 
planning system within a multi-level instance, which retained a strong formal oversight role 
for central government. 
 
This tendency to prefer formalised instances of MLG was also exhibited in Québec in a 
slightly different manner. There, epicoms attempted to effect a broader problematisation of 
legally recognising the value of new forms of cultural heritage, as well as establishing 
binding mechanisms for their protection. This problematisation again necessarily required 
formal MLG instances to resolve it. The statutory recognition of cultural landscapes as a new 
form of cultural heritage meriting protection was the clearest example. The new instance of 
MLG established to designate such cases included governmental actors from municipal and 
provincial levels of governance and non-governmental actors in the form of epicoms, 
experts and, potentially, private citizens175. However, while this instance ensured some 
decentralisation of responsibility for designating cultural heritage under the aegis of central 
 
175 For example, those who sit on a conseil local du patrimoine within a municipality, which may be required to 




state oversight, its form generated a new problem in terms of the difficulty of coordinating 
agreement between the potential multiplicity of diverse municipalities. The problem may 
have arisen due to problem-resolution mismatch between the original intent of the epicom 
problematisation and the intent of the resolution designed by the provincial government. 
 
The establishment of formal instances of MLG offered a useful method of achieving progress 
towards their policy goals across both case study areas. As noted previously, in principle, 
cultural heritage epicoms tended to support the decentralisation of cultural heritage 
protection because it aligned with their causal and principled beliefs that such heritage 
should be managed by the communities that created or perpetuated it. However, epicoms 
possessed concerns over capacity issues and resource constraints at lower levels of 
governance, as well as concerns over the consistent implementation of approaches and 
standards to cultural heritage management. Therefore, sharing governance responsibilities 
for cultural heritage across spheres of governance was generally preferred by epicoms, with 
many epicoms from both areas indicating a desire for a monitoring, oversight or standard-
setting role for central government actors (a shadow of hierarchy). 
 
Moreover, excepting the potential for problem-resolution mismatches that may generate 
new problems, instances of formal MLG did ensure both enhanced security and legitimacy 
for epicoms over the place of cultural heritage protection and the clear establishment of 
processes for protection. They entailed the formal recognition that cultural heritage 
protection was a multidimensional process of ongoing management that required the 
participation of multiple levels of governance at different stages. It also entailed 
collaboration between actors within multiple spheres. Building relationships with 
policymakers through new and stable channels of engagement, as well as creating new 
institutionalised sites of influence, was considered important by many epicoms within a 
policy area that lacked relative saliency. Doing so on a multi-level basis may have enabled a 








8.3.2. Informalisation of MLG Instances 
Although epicoms appeared to prefer formalised instances of MLG as problem resolutions, 
some acknowledged that informalised instances of MLG could also produce benefits, 
although governmental actors appeared to have most to gain. 
 
In Québec, for example, guidance documents were produced as informal instruments of 
governance in partnership by provincial governmental actors and non-governmental actors 
and aimed to be utilised by municipal governmental actors and other non-governmental 
actors. They were established in response to the problematisation, provided primarily by 
epicoms, of diffusing knowledge of the provisions of La loi sur le patrimoine culturel relating 
to municipalities in the two updated disciplines of archaeology and intangible heritage. In 
large measure, the goals of both the MCC and epicoms were aligned in this respect, as each 
wished to ensure consistency of standards and to raise awareness of municipal 
responsibilities. Distinctive provincial government aims could, nevertheless, be detected in 
the form of emphasis upon proactive management of cultural heritage by municipalities. 
This included highlighting methods of sharing responsibilities to build governance capacity 
(i.e. with the provincial government or the private sector) and accessing new resources in 
the form of funding streams. 
 
A similar approach was evident in Wales. Cadw’s response to the Welsh Government’s 
problematisation of sustainability was to attempt to effect a change in the mode of 
governance largely through the wholesale provision of new guidance documents. These 
were produced in collaboration with non-governmental actors at different scales and aimed 
to be utilised by local authorities, experts, and private citizens. Epicoms were relatively 
supportive of the documents themselves because, as in the Québec case, they were able to 
diffuse technical standards and ensure consistency of application across the sector. 
However, for Cadw, they represented a method of overcoming barriers to the establishment 
of formal instances of MLG (such as competency and resources) and extending the influence 
of central (Welsh) government deeper into the policy area. 
 
In both cases, the informal MLG instances developed through the use of guidance 




standards, and values across society than formal instances allowed. This benefited both 
epicoms and governments. Formal instances were restricted by barriers to competency that 
limited the boundaries of governmental action. However, guidance documents allowed both 
the MCC and Cadw to circumvent their competencies, which permitted their significant 
interventions in shaping the modes and attitudes of lower levels of governance. Indeed, in 
the case of the latter, it also permitted the delineation of a distinctively ‘Welsh’ approach to 
cultural heritage management that drifted Cadw beyond the boundaries of the devolution 
settlement to challenge functions originally ascribed to the UK Government. 
 
Yet, for both epicoms and governmental actors, informal instances of MLG were also less 
restricted by the availability of resources. The costs of production of guidance documents 
were minimal compared to the financial resources necessary to promote formal changes 
within cultural heritage governance mandated by legislation. Similarly, developing 
legislation was also costly in terms of political resources, especially in Wales where more 
expansive legislation may have been difficult to pass through a divided Senedd. Indeed, in 
both case areas, legislation had been the result of long processes of agenda-formation that 
required continuous campaigning from epicoms who possessed few extra resources to 
devote to those endeavours. Informal instances of MLG, however, could be couched in 
technical terms that reduced effective politicisation and relative saliency that generated 
fewer political costs. 
 
Ultimately, the development of informal instances of MLG benefited governments more 
than epicoms, which is why they were apparently keener on pursuing such resolutions. The 
barriers that they allowed them to circumvent permitted their authority to extend beyond 
formal boundaries of competency. While helpful to epicoms in some respects, the ease with 
which guidance and other informal instances could be modified or dispensed meant little 
security for the institutionalisation of ideas and values, although such flexibility was 
precisely why governments favoured such an approach. The low political and resource costs 
of changing informal instances to suit evolving government ambitions and objectives were a 
significant benefit to authorities wishing to avoid reopening legislation on potentially 
controversial subjects. Therefore, while informal instances were supported at times by 




8.3.3. Institutionalisation of Expertise 
A strong feature of both cases was the relationship between epicom problematisations, 
instances of MLG as resolutions, and opportunities for the institutionalisation of expertise. 
Overall, each case demonstrated significant expansions in this area, with the key scope 
condition being demand for expertise as generated by problematisations. 
 
Wales was an excellent example here. Despite the initial, agenda-setting problematisation 
originating from the Welsh Government, the restriction of their participation to mostly 
technical areas enabled epicoms to supply several technical problematisations during the 
course of the Bill development process. These problematisations generated demands for 
technical knowledge on behalf of Cadw because it caused uncertainty that necessitated a 
desire to determine and understand the issues involved. Initially, epicoms indirectly fulfilled 
this demand via reports produced through consultants, but later fulfilled this demand 
directly when Cadw decided to establish the External Reference Group. From then on, many 
Bill provisions and guidance documents were produced in collaboration with epicom 
members and other experts, which institutionalised some of their ideas and values. 
 
In addition to the formal, yet temporary instance of MLG that was the ERG, demands for 
expertise also generated other instances of MLG as problem resolution mechanisms. The 
process that supported the statutory position of HERs required expertise in their 
compilation and maintenance – which necessitated the participation of the WATs. This 
modified an instance of intergovernmental relations to make it an instance of MLG. 
Elsewhere, the statutory position of the list of historic place names also became an instance 
of MLG through the addition of expertise, which was again required in the compilation and 
maintenance of a technical instrument of governance. 
 
The same trend was witnessed in Québec. There, the initial problematisation was captured 
by epicoms, which emphasised a holistic approach to cultural heritage that generated 
uncertainty on the part of policymakers. Uncertainty, as was the case with Cadw, generated 
a demand for expertise to clarify the issues involved that resulted in several reports and 
papers that largely determined the issues that would be considered within La Loi. But 




problem of designing a process to protect cultural landscapes, which necessitated both the 
implicit and explicit participation of expertise. Implicitly, expertise would be required by 
municipalities in deciding to define and make a designation of a cultural landscape, while 
explicitly it would be required to prepare a conservation plan.  
 
The introduction of the concept of a conservation plan into legislation that would be 
required at both provincial and municipal levels for certain forms of cultural heritage 
protection was a significant step towards further institutionalisation of expertise. Plans at 
the municipal level would effectively be instances of MLG designed to resolve the problem 
of monitoring cultural heritage protection. They required participation by governmental and 
non-governmental actors (experts) at the municipal level, in addition to governmental 
actors at the provincial level, which would include the largely autonomous Conseil du 
patrimoine culturel du Québec.  
 
Even in informal instances of MLG, problematising the diffusion of technical practice and 
consistency of standards generated demands for expertise, which institutionalised epicom 
ideas and values throughout guidance documents (in both case areas). 
 
The evidence clearly demonstrates that epicom problematisations were crucial in 
generating demands for expertise. These demands in turn directly led to the establishment 
of distinctively MLG instances of resolutions to these problems. Very often, the positions of 
non-governmental actors required to identify an instance as MLG were filled exclusively by 
experts (mostly epicom members), which signified their importance in developing and 
extending the prevalence of MLG resolutions to problems. In addition, these instances often 
became specifically multi-level in form because epicoms successfully problematised capacity 
and resource constraints of lower levels of governance, as well as the necessity for a 
monitoring and strategic role for a ‘central’ level of governance. These findings in particular 
indicate the potential importance of epicoms to the shape of cultural heritage governance 
within Wales. 
 
The institutionalisation of expertise was not purely related to instances of MLG however. As 




and their ideas in several ways, which also resulted in the establishment (or potential 
establishment, as in Wales) of advisory groups. The existing Commission des biens culturels 
in Québec was replaced by a more independent and authoritative Conseil du patrimoine 
culturel while, in Wales, a new advisory panel was provided for in the legislation that would 
join existing sites of expertise in the form of the WATs, RCAHMW, and the Historic 
Environment Group.  
 
However, although the recognition of cultural heritage was arguably democratised further 
in both cases (but especially in Québec), the democratisation of cultural heritage expertise 
did not expand nearly as far. Epicoms already institutionalised within cultural heritage 
governance in each case area did little to support the broadening of access to demands for 
expertise by fields of knowledge hitherto under-represented. For example, in Québec, there 
remains (at the time of writing) no Indigenous cultural heritage expert on the Conseil and no 
attempt to widen the fields of knowledge represented. Similarly, those epicoms invited to 
participate on the ERG were almost entirely from already institutionalised fields of 
knowledge, while those benefiting from institutionalisation within the legislation were, 
again, already relatively well institutionalised compared to some. The gatekeeping element 
of epicom strategies to secure institutionalisation has previously been overlooked but may 
possess important ramifications for the efficacy of problem-solving or policy development 
by disrupting the free flow of knowledge and ideas. 
 
8.4. Research Question 1 Conclusion 
Epistemic communities and multi-level governance instances have been shown to 
contribute to each other in numerous ways. 
 
Relationships between epicoms have been demonstrated to be an important, yet indirect, 
determinant of the development of MLG instances. Cooperative relationships within the 
two case studies presented often resulted in broader problematisations founded upon 
shared epistemes and policy goals. These holistic goals tended towards the integration of 
several policy areas into the conceptualisation of problems, as with the wicked 
problematisation of cultural heritage, which necessitated interventions from higher levels of 




with the extension of state responsibilities for cultural heritage in Québec. In Wales, this 
was demonstrated by cooperation between epicoms that significantly influenced a decision 
to continue with the existing MLG arrangements for historic environment governance, 
rather than move to a more centralised structure. 
 
However, competitive relationships between epicoms tended to result in more discrete and 
technical problematisations, which limited the focus to lower scales of governance. Welsh 
examples were the most obvious here: many epicom problematisations resulted in the 
development of more narrowly confined instances of MLG that often-formalised existing 
processes rather than challenging the extent of state responsibilities.  
 
Inter-epicom relationships were, therefore, important in determining the scale of 
problematisation that, in turn, affected the scale of MLG resolutions proposed. 
 
Problematisation itself, then, was another important factor in the relationship between 
epicoms and MLG instances. Wicked problematisations necessarily removed issues from 
purely technical domains to political realms, while more specific problems did the opposite. 
Both forms of problematisation generated demands for expertise based on different scope 
conditions. In the former, demands for expertise appeared to be generated more often on 
the basis of uncertainty, while the latter generated demands based upon the desire for 
technical knowledge. The former opened numerous opportunities for epicoms to 
institutionalise broader and more strategic policy goals over a longer period of time. The 
latter opened a more limited set of opportunities to primarily institutionalised epicoms to 
significantly influence closely defined matters over a shorter period of time. 
 
As noted earlier, the extent of problematisation also affected the extent of MLG instances 
developed, but wicked problematisations may also have opened opportunities for more 
actors to be involved in subsequent MLG developments. Technical problematisations often 
resulted in more tightly delineated MLG instances where the only non-governmental actors 
included were experts. It may be that wider problem conceptions require a wider diversity 





Those resolutions were observed to be either formal or informal instances of MLG 
depending upon the circumstances. Here, epicoms generally appeared to favour the 
development of formal instances, whereas governments and policymakers tended to prefer 
more informal instances. The advantages for epicoms of the former were that they tended 
to offer greater consistency and security of implementation of epicom policy goals and 
institutionalising their ideas and values over a longer period of time. Formally developing 
MLG instances with statutory foundations also added legitimacy to issue areas and ensured 
that collaboration between actors to resolve problems was mandated. 
 
However, informal instances may have been preferred by policymakers because of their 
lower costs of establishment and modification compared with legislative processes, in 
addition to the opportunities for extending influence beyond formal barriers that they 
represented. For epicoms, their temporary and insecure nature were less satisfying for their 
policy goals, although the extent of potential influence for their ideas and values that they 
offered generated support – on the understanding that they complemented formal 
instances. 
 
Therefore, epicoms wielding greater levels of influence within certain areas of policymaking 
processes may be more likely to generate formal instances of MLG to resolve problems in 
those areas, while those wielding less influence in certain areas may be more likely to 
contribute to the development of informal instances of MLG. 
 
Epicom problematisations, at least within the cultural heritage policy field, appeared to be 
uniquely favourable towards the development of MLG instances for problem-solving. 
Epicoms demonstrated preferences for the decentralisation of protection for cultural 
heritage while maintaining strong monitoring or strategic roles for central governments. 
This favoured multi-level approaches. Yet their focus upon institutionalising expertise also 
favoured governance approaches that included non-governmental actors in resolutions. 
Therefore, epicoms were important drivers of specifically MLG resolutions to problems, 





Yet those MLG instances established also contributed to the structuration of epicom 
relationships and influence too. Very often, the instances established served to further 
institutionalise those epicoms and ideas that were already privileged within their respective 
governance processes, which perpetuated inequalities between epicoms and their levels of 
influence. Particularly within formal instances of MLG based on technical problematisations, 
knowledge diffusion and utilisation were, therefore, limited to those epicoms who had 
already achieved access to policymakers. This suggests that there may be limits to how 
effective problem resolutions are likely to be without including expert knowledge from 
those epicoms previously excluded from those processes. This may, in fact, be a possible 
reason for observations seen elsewhere that MLG instances are capable of both resolving 
and generating problems – perhaps because they have not been as inclusive to diverse 
perspectives as possible in generating problem resolutions.  
 
Q2. To what extent, if any, do competing identities (of a linguistic cultural form) of a given 
territory mediate the relationship between epistemic communities and multi-level 
governance arrangements for policymaking? 
 
8.5. Epistemic Communities as Idea/Value Diffusers 
The influence of linguistic cultural identity on the relationship between epistemic 
communities and multi-level governance contrasted significantly between the cases and, in 
part, depended upon the role of epicoms as diffusers of international ideas and values. 
 
Within Québec, the singular official status of the French language within public life ensured 
only those epicoms that were conversant in the language could participate in debates and 
problematisations, which in practice excluded most epicoms from outside the province. This 
privileged the position of cultural heritage epicoms as one of very few legitimised sources of 
international knowledge and values within the policymaking process. The fact that several 
key epicom members had become institutionalised internationally within organisations such 
as ICOMOS and UNESCO only served to emphasise this privilege. Indeed, the appeals to 
international best practice and standards may even have enhanced epicoms positions 
further because of their political appeal, which allowed successive governments to measure 




Linguistic cultural identity, then, acted as a significant mediator of epicom roles and status 
within the provincial policy process. It acted to exclude much (though not all) external 
competition to epicom ideas from the process and enhanced their status through their 
access to politically relevant knowledge.  
 
But it also appeared to mediate the ways in which epicoms interpreted international ideas 
and values for a domestic audience. For example, their policy enterprise to diffuse 
international definitions of intangible heritage and recognise its protection within the 
province seemed to be motivated more by a desire to protect such heritage belonging to 
the majority Francophone culture in the context of contentious politics, rather than minority 
Anglophone, Indigenous or other cultures. References to folk arts, crafts, and music, as well 
as other distinctive patterns of Francophone linguistic development, were common among 
the second Arpin Report in particular. Yet, ordinarily, international practices might be 
expected to privilege the protection of these forms of cultural heritage that related to 
Indigenous or other minority cultures. 
 
Allied to this position was the alternative role that epicoms occupied in diffusing ‘citizen’ 
ideas and values into the policymaking process. Several epicoms within the province clearly 
occupied citizen-focused disciplines that prioritised engagement with the general public – 
such as built or living heritage. It may be that, in seeking to represent these ideas and values 
epicoms were required to moderate those ideas and values from international sources. 
Linguistic cultural identity, therefore, may have acted on epicoms in the context of 
contentious politics permitting them to become mediators of ideas and values from 
different sources that needed to be reconciled. The outcome was that epicoms reflected the 
ideas and values of the majority culture of Québec society and so continued to 
institutionalise these ideas and values within problematisations of cultural heritage 
protection. This may have contributed to the lack of increase in diversity of cultural heritage 
expertise that became institutionalised during and after the passage of La Loi. 
 
Such mediation, based upon the diffusion of local or international ideas and values, was not 
evident within the Wales case though. There, epicoms maintained fewer connections with 




UK-wide organisations. Correspondingly, UK-wide organisations did not always establish 
legally separate entities in Wales, which led to significant influence from England-based 
epicom members and/or English best practice. Yet, many epicoms in Wales, as in Québec, 
possessed close relationships with citizens because of their public-focused organisational 
roles (such as the WATs or the National Trust). Despite this, local ideas and values were 
largely absent from epicom considerations, except in their tentative support for local lists. 
Once again, though, those epicoms possessing institutionalised status may not have derived 
much benefit from promoting local ideas and values in their policy enterprises because they 
contrasted with what they understood to be possible to achieve within legislation. Local lists 
would have required extra resources and capacity to be developed within local authorities 
that policymakers had made clear would not be forthcoming. 
 
8.6. Politicisation and Technicality 
Perhaps the most obvious example of the mediation of linguistic cultural identity in practice 
was via its ability to politicise issues due to its contentious nature that significantly 
enhanced their saliency. This was particularly evident in Québec but was also witnessed to 
some extent in Wales. In so doing it appeared to enable broader problematisations by 
epicoms and, in turn, more extensive governance change. 
 
In Québec, epicoms began to link cultural heritage with the notion of linguistic cultural 
identity early in the process at the time of the development of La politique culturelle, which 
appeared to convince the provincial government of the saliency and importance of the 
subject. These notions were repeated more extensively at the time of the second Arpin 
Report and Le livre vert and were repeated by policymakers throughout the process of 
developing La Loi. The link between this identity construct and cultural heritage was 
eventually made explicit in the definitions of cultural heritage present within Loi sur le 
développement durable and the final Loi sur le patrimoine culturel. 
 
Epicoms appeared to utilise the association between the two concepts to motivate the 
consideration of cultural heritage as a political issue rather than a technical issue. It was 
entirely consistent with their definition of cultural heritage in holistic terms that stressed 




problem. While not as politically salient as some subjects, cultural heritage consultations 
attracted wide interest from the beginning of the process, with submissions from 
organisations well beyond the sector. This, plus the success of epicoms in embedding the 
holistic definition and problematisation of cultural heritage, suggests that epicoms 
succeeded in politicising and wicked problematising the issue to their advantage. 
 
However, in Wales, the mediation of linguistic cultural identity was spurred by an advocacy 
coalition rather than an epicom. In that case, an Historic Place Names AC intervened at the 
consultation stage of the HE Bill to associate historic place names with a distinctively Welsh 
sense of identity rooted in linguistic culture, which captured the attention of policymakers. 
This, again, served to politicise debate and forced concessions from the Welsh Government 
in order to ensure successful passage of the Bill through a finely balanced Senedd. 
 
In this case, though, the uncertainty generated by the late introduction of a new concept 
into policy discussions led to demand for expertise to clarify resolutions to the 
problematisation of historic place names protection. Here, epicoms fulfilled this demand by 
providing a technical resolution to the problem, which temporarily depoliticised the issue 
long enough for the Bill to pass.  
 
The two situations contrasted markedly. The Québec epicoms understood the importance 
of ensuring that cultural heritage remained a political issue and that, by achieving this, 
uncertainty over how to approach the problem would lead to a role for epicoms in 
delineating resolutions. However, in Wales, epicoms perceived less space and less 
advantage to politicising the issue because capacity and resource constraints could not be 
addressed (which institutionalised epicoms understood better through their closer 
relationships with policymakers). Nevertheless, they were utilised instrumentally by Cadw to 
depoliticise the issue of historic place names, which permitted epicoms to remove debate to 
the technical realm and exclude non-expert actors from the process. 
 
This suggests that linguistic cultural identity is capable of mediating the relationship 
between MLG and epicoms in different ways depending upon the contentiousness of the 




culture176, as in Québec, mediation occurred that enhanced the saliency of their policy 
enterprises and institutionalised their ideas and values more extensively. This resulted in 
more extensive governance change than may have been possible without that source of 
politicisation. 
 
For epicoms less representative of the most politically salient linguistic culture177, as in 
Wales, mediation of their policy enterprises did not occur. Epicom influence was largely 
reduced to the technical realm of policymaking, although their lack of association with the 
dynamic linguistic culture did enhance their value to policymakers in reducing politicisation, 
as they mitigated the impact of that motivating force in restricting it to the technical realm 
to some extent. 
 
8.7. Research Question 2 Conclusion 
The research question that structures this section may be answered by suggesting that 
linguistic cultural identity can play a mediating role on epistemic community-multi-level 
governance relations to differing extents depending upon the contentiousness of the 
political context.  
 
Firstly, the concept itself may not derive dynamic potential in all circumstances, as there are 
likely many policy fields that linguistic cultural identity fails to impart any meaningful 
salience (such as defence and security policy for example). However, given the context here 
of cultural heritage policy, it does possess the potential to act as a motivating factor 
depending upon how it relates to the linguistic cultural identities embodied by the actors 
participating in the policymaking process. In the examples of the epicoms across the two 
case areas, those within Québec exhibited strong tendencies towards representing the 
dynamic linguistic culture, while in Wales they did not. This significantly determined the 
extent to which the concept became a mediating factor because, in the former situation, 
epicoms effectively channelled this motivating force to amplify their influence whereas, in 
the latter situation, their role was to mitigate its impact. 
 
 
176 E.g. French in Québec. 




Yet linguistic cultural identity does not exist in a vacuum. It exists as a dynamic political 
factor only to the extent that it is emphasised as such by the institutions and relationships 
that characterise the structuration of a given society. In the case of Québec, linguistic 
cultural identity may be perceived as the defining attribute of the Québecois people, which 
sets them apart as a distinct society from the rest of Canada and that has motivated so 
much constitutional and domestic debate in the past and present. In such a case, it is of 
little surprise that when epicoms attempting to associate their cause with this concept that 
their enterprises should be significantly amplified, resulting in a politicisation that created 
many more opportunities for them to contribute to the shaping of policy.  
 
But in enabling epicom influence on a more extensive basis linguistic cultural identity also 
mediated the scale and extent of governance change. Its consistency with the notion of 
holistic definitions of cultural heritage may have been a significant factor in reducing 
definitional competition between epicoms that supported broader problematisation. Its 
enablement of wicked problematisation may also have furthered the extent to which MLG 
arrangements for policymaking were developed and originated.  
 
Indeed, the very context of Québec as a society defined by its linguistic cultural identity 
privileged the position of epicoms and enhanced their ability to take advantage of the 
politicisation of cultural heritage in other ways, such as their appeal to international 
standards. Linguistic cultural identity as a mediating factor enabled epicoms to become 
value mediators themselves – yet this may have led to the limiting of participation of 
alternative ideational and value discourses within MLG problem-resolving instances. In so 
doing, it may be that a lack of diversity within such instances could lead to further problems, 
which may in turn further the extent of MLG. 
 
But, in a territory such as Wales, although linguistic cultural identity can be a highly 
politically salient force in some policy areas, and in cultural heritage policy in particular, it is 
not (yet) the primary such force. Those epicoms institutionalised within historic 
environment governance in Wales, for the most part, were not as closely associated with 
that identity construct as those in Québec and, therefore, saw little advantage to their 




damage the potential for legislation to be passed. Therefore, it may be said that linguistic 
cultural identity operated from the shadows in preventing some epicoms from 
problematising cultural heritage on a broader basis, although a recognition of other political 
realities – such as capacity and resources – was more influential on their behaviour. 
 
Subsequently, though, an AC demonstrated the potential for linguistic cultural identity to 
mediate epicom-MLG relationships by stimulating the creation of a new instance of MLG178. 
However, the causal basis for this was in its ability to generate a new problematisation, 
which resulted in a demand for expertise that epicoms were able to fulfil with a temporary 
technical resolution. Once more, it may be said that linguistic cultural identity politicised 
cultural heritage, which ultimately generated new opportunities for epicoms to participate 
in MLG instances.  
 
This last point is perhaps the most important. Linguistic cultural identity, in these case 
studies at least, mediated epicom-MLG relationships primarily by politicising cultural 
heritage and causing a form of wicked problematisation. This, in turn, caused uncertainty 
among policymakers unable to delineate the boundaries or resolutions necessary to resolve 
the problem and so generated a demand for expertise. The demand for expertise was met 
each time by epicoms who delineated resolutions that were largely technical but, 
specifically in the case of Québec, possessing some significant political implications (such as 
expanding the definition of cultural heritage). These resolutions very often necessitated the 
development of MLG instances.  
 
Therefore, linguistic cultural identity largely enhanced epicom influence, either through its 
amplification or mitigation. It also enhanced opportunities for demands for expertise within 
 
178 One caveat here is that timing may have been an important factor. Welsh only became an ‘official’ language 
in Wales following the Welsh Language Measure in 2011. This must be contrasted with the long history of 
official status of the French language in Québec and the similarly long history of defining Québecois identity 
through its linguistic culture. It may be that the protection of place names, particularly those of Welsh origin, 
may have been a less obviously salient issue to many with few legislative means to protect them without an 
official status for the language itself. Indeed, the passage of time may also have been necessary to form a 
coalition capable of raising awareness of the issue, which may explain its late appearance in the process and 
the lack of expertise among epicoms on the issue. For, while the protection of the Welsh language has long 
been an issue of importance and salience in Wales, the consequences deriving from its official status have had 




a low saliency, yet highly technical, policy field in which policymakers possessed little 
knowledge. This ultimately reinforced epicom preferences for participating in problem 
resolutions that were of an MLG character. 
 
8.8. Summary 
It may be useful at this stage to sum up the lessons learned from the research questions in 
this study prior to investigating their implications in the Concluding Chapter. 
 
Both case studies exhibited many similarities that made them effective comparative cases. 
They each demonstrated active epistemic community ecosystems whose relationships with 
each other played an important role in establishing (or failing to establish) narratives that 
shaped and were shaped by multi-level governance arrangements. The examination of their 
relationships was a contribution to the literature and revealed that they can play significant 
gatekeeping roles under certain circumstances that act to enable or prevent the 
dissemination of a wider diversity of knowledge. It also revealed that epicoms in both cases 
were similarly able to establish shared interactional expertise, yet they differed in the 
methods by which this was achieved, which produced a different set of dynamics in one 
case from the other. In Québec, epicoms developed shared expertise within shared settings 
that may have aided the development of common epistemes, yet in Wales this expertise 
was developed in largely mutually exclusive ways that fostered understanding but not 
agreement. 
 
Each case study also illustrated the importance of framing and problematisations. Epicoms 
in both case areas found framing to be their most powerful and effective method of 
influence over policy and governance outcomes. The ability to define problem boundaries 
and put forward potential ideas and resolutions shaped, to greater or lesser extents, most 
responses by policymakers and opened opportunities to institutionalise through 
encouraging demands for expertise. The generation of these demands, via the scope 
conditions of technicality and uncertainty, was a significant factor in the development of 
instances of MLG and linked governance change closely to the institutionalisation of 
epicoms. The close association between these factors was an important contribution to the 




studies was that cultural heritage epicoms in both territories demonstrated clear 
preferences for distinctively MLG resolutions to problems, which concerned the 
decentralisation of protective powers combined with central government monitoring and 
oversight. This was reinforced by their similar preference for the development of formalised 
instances of MLG, rather than informal, as these presented better opportunities for longer 
term and more secure institutionalisation of ideas and membership. 
 
Yet there were many differences between the two cases as well. Despite both cases 
associating cultural heritage with wicked problems, for example, one case defined cultural 
heritage as the wicked problem and the other defined it as a simple problem nested within 
the wicked problem of sustainability. This undoubtedly formed a major reason why epicoms 
in Québec were able to exert significantly more influence over the policymaking process 
than in Wales. However, the key determinant here was the scope condition of uncertainty, 
which existed and persisted in Québec but did not exist for much of the process within 
Wales. In the former area, a combination of challenges to the functioning of the state and 
constitutional issues put cultural policy back on the agenda, with epicoms successfully 
making cultural heritage an issue (and a wicked problem) in its own right. This generated 
new uncertainty on the part of policymakers that allowed epicoms to largely define the 
problem boundaries and the nature of its resolutions. However, in Wales, the Welsh 
Government developed a clear and consistent conception of sustainability as the wicked 
problem of focus from the 2011 election onwards. This closed off most avenues of 
argument to the contrary. Moreover, the cultural heritage sector in Wales had not yet 
developed an identity of its own as the sector in Québec had had time to do, which resulted 
in less cooperation or understanding between epicoms and less incentives to challenge the 
Welsh Government’s framing. 
 
The difference in scope conditions between the two cases was marked. Uncertainty 
permitted epicoms in Québec to shape MLG arrangements more extensively and at higher 
scales by delineating problem boundaries in such a way that extended state responsibilities 
to new areas. In Wales, technicality was the most common scope condition, which tended 
to reward those epicoms already institutionalised to a certain extent within governance 




developing problem resolutions. Much governance change in Wales resulted in smaller scale 
instances of MLG forming that largely contained just those experts and/or epicoms who had 
been institutionalised to some extent already. 
 
Underpinning some of these differences was the influence of identity in its linguistic cultural 
form. In Québec, this construct was highly salient politically because of its relationship to 
the distinct identity conception of Québecois society, which had been perceived to be 
undermined by the constitutional issues of the 1980s and early 1990s. As such, epicoms 
there capitalised on its salience, by increasingly associating their arguments for cultural 
heritage protection with this identity dimension. This politicised the issue and helped to 
problematise it in wicked terms. It was a key factor in permitting new actors to participate in 
cultural heritage debates and opened opportunities for new ideas and values – the sharing 
of an identity such as this may also have acted as a foundational experience that allowed 
common epistemes to form more easily too. Yet the explicit engagement with value 
discourses set epicoms up to be value mediators between local and international 
conceptions of cultural heritage protection that may have prevented more diverse values 
from being represented within governance and policy outcomes. Specifically, minority 
linguistic cultures such as Indigenous groups gained some new powers, yet most were still 
not represented within provincial government MLG instances designed for cultural heritage 
protection and monitoring. 
 
The situation of linguistic cultural identity was different in Wales however. With devolution 
having existed for less than 20 years, and official status for the Welsh language only having 
been ratified mere months before the new Welsh Government took office, a connection 
between the language and cultural heritage had had little time to form as a political issue. 
Although the Welsh language was a highly salient political issue in its own right, and there 
had been a long association between Welsh national and cultural identity and the language, 
few groups existed at that time in Wales to present the language as a cultural heritage 
protection problem. The Welsh Government may also have narrowly conceived their 
legislation in order to prevent such a problem frame from occurring for fear that it would 
become politicised and fail to be passed by a finely balanced Senedd composition. The most 




advantage from framing the language as part of the problem because, due to their lack of 
expertise in this area, their institutionalised positions may have been threatened otherwise. 
 
Nevertheless, later in the process an advocacy coalition successfully generated an 
association between the language and cultural heritage, which influenced the shape of the 
legislation and resultant governance arrangements. However, unlike in Québec where 
epicoms utilised uncertainty to broaden debate and politicise an issue, in Wales they 
fulfilled the demand for expertise generated by uncertainty to remove the issue from the 
political to the technical realm. This served the interests of both the Welsh Government and 
themselves in regaining control over the issue and formally institutionalising expertise 
within a new MLG instance (rather than permitting members of the advocacy coalition to 
become institutionalised). The difference in approach by the Welsh epicoms here suggests 
that epicoms may be anticipated to respond to scope conditions in ways that align with their 
own interests rather than those of the sector as a whole. 
 
The two cases and two research questions, then, hold many important implications for the 
study of epistemic communities and multi-level governance. They suggest that the two are 
closely interrelated and capable of contributing to each other’s construction in numerous 
ways and at varying scales. They also suggest that epistemic communities may play an 
important gatekeeping role in enabling or preventing the democratisation and 
diversification of knowledge representation in governance and that this may be amplified by 













To conclude this thesis, this chapter aims to combine insights from the research questions 
presented in the previous chapter with their implications for epistemic communities and 
multi-level governance more generally, as well as suggesting pathways for future research. 
 
The insights from the research questions have yielded three areas where this thesis makes 
significant and unique contributions to those literatures outlined. Firstly, in defining how 
expertise may be determined within epistemic communities, it is hoped the framework can 
move beyond confusing misapplications to non-experts and divisive debates over the proper 
location of expertise e.g. science-based, professionally based etc. This will enable the 
framework to be significantly more widely utilised and expands its scope to link up with 
other elements of the public policy literature more successfully such as governance studies. 
 
Secondly, the combination of epicoms and MLG has been shown to be of significant value, 
as each has been observed to contribute to the design and shape of the other. The key 
points of connection between them are in the framing of problems and design of 
resolutions. Epicoms as problem framing actors can delineate new boundaries for state 
action and thereby establish path dependent processes that lead to changes in MLG 
instances or the development of new instances. MLG instances, meanwhile, can 
institutionalise certain epicom actors in problem-solving arrangements, which permits them 
the ability to gatekeep others and control the diffusion and diversity of knowledge 
representation and utilisation. These are valuable insights because they illuminate hitherto 
unrecognised potential drivers of MLG and highlight the limits to its potential for problem-
solving. For example, if knowledge representation and utilisation are limited, it may be that 
more effective and holistic resolutions are unable to be conceived or implemented. It also 
demonstrates new dimensions of epicom influence and interests. 
 
Thirdly and finally, the issue of linguistic cultural identity has been shown (at times) to be an 
important consideration in the construction and strategies of epicoms, by facilitating or 
preventing cooperation and/or amplifying or attenuating epicom problem frames. These in 




perspectives, or potentially altering the scale of MLG problem-solving instances developed, 
depending upon how the identity construct relates to epicom problem frames.  
 
The wider implications for those findings above will be discussed in turn below. 
 
9.1. Defining Expertise in Epistemic Communities 
Despite the potential of an approach that seeks to explain how expertise should be 
conceived, it has rarely been elucidated clearly within the epicoms literature, as noted in the 
Literature Review chapter. Debates have tended to focus upon the applicability of the 
framework (to new actors, policy areas, and settings) at the expense of its theorisation. This 
has led to conceptual stretching in applying the framework to inappropriate groups that do 
not demonstrate expertise or, conversely, in conceptually limiting the framework to purely 
science based or professionally based situations. 
 
This thesis demonstrates the usefulness and value of defining the concept of expertise 
according to the Collins & Evans (2007, 2015) schema, developed from the sociology of 
knowledge literature, which breaks expertise down into two forms: contributory and 
interactional expertise. The first relates to the mastery of the language and practices of a 
domain of knowledge and the second relates only to the mastery of the language of a 
domain of knowledge179. It is hoped that this will reduce conceptual limiting and stretching, 
stimulate new theorisation of the framework, as well as extend its application. It does this 
by emphasising the actor-centred nature of the framework by focusing upon the attributes 
and contributions180 of actors themselves, rather than their professions or practices. In so 
doing, the differing notions of contributory and interactional expertise can illustrate the 
dynamics between and within epicoms, which affect their functionality as well as their 
performance (i.e. their contribution to policy and governance outcomes). Equally, these 
notions of expertise decisively separate the epistemic communities framework from the 
communities of practice literature, by concentrating on shared ways of understanding 
rather than shared ways of doing. In distinguishing language from practice, Collins and Evans 
 
179 i.e. Understanding precisely how to practice (and communicate) that domain of knowledge without 
possessing the ability to practice it (at least not to a sufficient level of mastery). 




also delineate expertise from mere performance of a practice, enabling non-
performing/non-practicing individuals to still be considered ‘expert’ within a form-of-life. 
Evidence from this thesis appears to offer some empirical validation of the utility of 
conceiving of expertise in this fashion in relation to epistemic communities. 
 
Within the case studies it was clear that, in most cases, core epicom members were in 
possession of contributory expertise within the domain of knowledge that they represented. 
However, some (especially in Québec) were also in possession of interactional expertise in 
broader domains of knowledge, with which several epistemic communities shared common 
ties. It may be that this common knowledge and understanding of the language and 
practices of these domains (even though they may not have engaged in those practices 
themselves) helped to remove barriers to communication and (in the Québec case) fostered 
shared notions of interests. In so doing, the recognition of common interests may have 
facilitated the development of a common episteme, which was evident among cultural 
heritage epicoms in the Québec. 
 
This is a unique) finding for the literature. It is only through applying this conceptualisation 
of expertise that differences between epicom members and their expertise become 
apparent. It is also only by applying this conceptualisation of expertise that it becomes 
possible to illustrate a mechanism for the establishment or otherwise of common epistemes 
– which played a significant role in mediating inter-epicom relations in the cases in this 
study. This is significant because, within the two case studies examined in this thesis, 
epicoms were observed to cooperate in achieving certain policy goals as well as compete. 
The literature, however, has largely focused upon competition between epicoms rather 
than cooperation. Yet, if cooperation exists in fields outside of cultural heritage181, the 
mechanism for such arrangements must be elucidated. This thesis proposes that the 
development of shared (interactional) expertise, which enhances the ability of actors to 
communicate and understand issues in other knowledge disciplines, is what permits 
epicoms to identify common interests and (potentially) to cooperate. 
 
 




The next stage of research on this topic would, therefore, usefully be devoted to applying 
this definition of expertise to other epistemic community studies to verify that it remains an 
accurate descriptor of the nature of individual epistemic community members shared 
understandings of the world. The epistemic communities in this study originate from 
cultural heritage sectors that do not usually form the basis of research in this branch of the 
public policy literature. Therefore, utilising this definition within sectors that more 
commonly occupy the subject of epistemic community studies would be particularly 
enriching, such as those of climate change or ecological sciences. There may be 
opportunities here to conceptualise, for example, the shared interactional expertise that 
connects disparate elements of climate change epicoms working within distinctive fields like 
meteorology and ocean acidification. Such attempts would contribute to a broader 
understanding of how common or shared epistemes can form between different knowledge 
based groups and how and why cooperation between them might emerge. 
 
At the same time as applying this definition of expertise to epistemic communities more 
broadly, it will also be important to begin to sketch out the operation of a mechanism for 
establishing common epistemes that takes account of contributory and interactional 
expertise. Such a mechanism should indicate the logical sequence of steps or processes that 
would be expected to be witnessed in the formulation of a shared episteme between two or 
more epistemic communities. It should also delineate how the composition of epicoms 
might affect this process i.e. the extent to which the presence or absence of epicom 
members with shared interactional or contributory expertise could facilitate or impede such 
a formulation. A mechanism of this nature would contribute to the deeper understanding of 
the case study findings in this thesis and, if shown to be applicable more broadly, advance 
the generalisability of this definition of expertise. 
 
Should a mechanism for establishing common epistemes be described successfully with 
reference to contributory and interactional expertise, this may permit further investigation 
into inter-epistemic community dynamics, which remain under-studied within the literature. 
The case studies for this thesis have presented policymaking processes where the 
interactions of numerous epistemic communities appeared to generate policy and 




low salience, it is not inconceivable that such dynamics could be present elsewhere, 
whether in cooperative or competitive forms. Therefore, extending the mechanism for 
establishing common epistemes to encompass the establishment of competitive epistemes 
or to account for the failure to establish common epistemes would provide a strong 
foundation to understand the dynamics and outcomes of inter-epistemic community 
interactions more broadly. 
 
Yet the definition and identification of expertise also holds implications for the 
democratisation of knowledge and its utilisation in problem-solving governance 
mechanisms. Epicoms that did not form common epistemes within the case studies either 
shared little interactional expertise or they had developed this expertise in separate 
situations and with separate interest motivations182. The resultant competitive dynamics 
and fragmented nature inherent within those epicom ecosystems led to narrower and more 
restrictive framing of problems founded upon the technical dimension of policymaking. 
However, this also served to narrow the range of actors legitimated to participate in such 
problem-solving, which mostly led to epicom actors already institutionalised becoming 
involved or being favoured. While at times, the limitation of actors able to participate in 
problem resolutions may have been appropriate, there were also circumstances whereby 
that restriction led to the curtailment of participation by more diverse epicom actors and/or 
knowledge fields.  
 
This possibility is relevant both for academic scholars and for practitioners more widely. 
That is, that in permitting or even encouraging the narrower and more technical problem 
framing above broader problem frames, it may be that existing power and status 
inequalities between actors will be perpetuated and even extended. This implication 
especially merits further research by epicom scholars into its applicability beyond the 
settings observed. If so, it may be that this contributes to an explanation for the growing 
disconnect between ‘experts’ and citizens increasingly witnessed around the world, while at 
the same time offering a potential means of rectification to ensure greater representative 
diversity. Perhaps broader problematisations are required to democratise knowledge and 
 




knowledge communities represented enough so that governance and policy outcomes can 
be more extensively legitimated. 
 
9.2. Epistemic Communities and Multi-Level Governance 
The central premise and purpose of this thesis has been to examine the value of combining 
the study of epistemic communities with the study of multi-level governance. It has aimed 
to understand the extent to which they contribute to each other and the implications for 
the literature of those contributions. 
 
9.2.1. Combination of Frameworks 
The preceding chapter has made clear that there could be significant value in examining 
epistemic communities and multi-level governance together. Epistemic communities, by 
utilising their ability to frame problems, were shown in the case studies to become an 
important factor in influencing the extent and scale of governance change within instances 
of MLG. Epicoms also demonstrated in the case studies that problematisations can create 
demands for expertise, which were based upon uncertainty among policymakers for 
broader problems and technical knowledge for narrower frames, which in turn acted as a 
determinant for the nature and extent of MLG change. In addition, the unique mix of 
continuing central government monitoring and oversight and decentralised responsibilities 
for managing cultural heritage regionally and locally, were key factors in advocacy by 
epicoms for MLG resolutions to problems. Of these, the development of formal instances 
was generally favoured, as it offered more consistency and security for the diffusion of ideas 
and the position of epicom members. Nevertheless, there were also advantages for epicoms 
within informal instances of MLG, albeit these were preferred more often by policymakers 
than epicoms. 
 
The findings noted above indicate several important implications for both epicom and MLG 
literatures. The first is straightforwardly that epicoms may have been an under-recognised 
potential source of influence on governance outcomes within MLG studies. By stimulating 
demands for expertise through problem framing, epicoms may be able to exert significant 
influence over the boundaries of problems, which may or may not include the addition of 




case, and policymakers accept such frames, this can result in the development of entirely 
new MLG arrangements designed to resolve the problems identified. Even with more 
restricted problem frames, however, epicoms may frame resolutions that require the 
institutionalisation of expertise (often epicom actors) that facilitate the oversight role of 
central governments or the proactivity of local/municipal governments. This alone 
demonstrates the importance of considering the connection between epicoms and MLG. 
 
9.2.2. Problem Framing 
The second implication for epicom and MLG literatures is that the framing of problems may 
be equally – if not even more – important to governance outcomes than problem-solving. 
This is significant because both recent and historical foci in MLG research have tended 
towards problem-solving rather than problem framing. Decisions concerning problem-
solving arrangements, which may often be taken by policymakers, are necessarily political in 
that they concern the legitimation of actor participation and refine policy goals. But these 
decisions are made within the context of the interpretation of problem and solution 
boundaries. As the case studies established, problem frames can be powerful factors in the 
development of path dependent policymaking processes within cultural heritage policy, 
which often defined the scale of problem resolutions (and, therefore, governance change) 
pursued. Framing is, of course, a method of influencing the policymaking process observed 
in epicoms in numerous studies within the literature as noted in the Literature Review 
chapter of this thesis. It follows that this conclusion may be more generalisable to other 
MLG contexts given that neither Québec nor Wales are especially unusual in the forms of 
MLG instances that they possess. While both jurisdictions were subnational and presented 
‘most likely’ cases for epicoms to exert influence, due in part to their openness to expertise 
and their relative closeness to stakeholders, there were many other such ‘most likely’ cases 
that could have been selected instead along the MLG and epicom dimensions. Their unique 
qualities as ‘most likely’ cases originated more from their position within a linguistic cultural 
identity context – so the conclusions concerning epicom problem framing may be more 
applicable elsewhere. This suggests that more attention to the role and contributions of 
problem framing actors, of which epicoms are one of the most influential, might usefully 





An important first step would be to apply the lessons of this study to new and different 
multi-level governance contexts and policy areas. This might begin by confirming or 
otherwise the extent to which the patterns observed within this thesis exist within cultural 
heritage policy at different scales of MLG instances and in other territories in possession of 
MLG instances. The supranational scale of the European Union and its constituent nations 
are obvious examples here given that some international treaties183 that the provincial 
government in Québec looked to for inspiration on their legislation originated in the Council 
of Europe184.  
 
But cultural heritage is a policy area with generally low salience in which few resources are 
invested and in which policymakers generally have less interest and/or knowledge. Some 
policymakers admitted as much to the latter within the case studies of this thesis. 
Therefore, generating data from more salient policy areas where policymaker 
interest/knowledge is higher and more resources are invested might yield different 
outcomes with respect to epicom framing, not least from more extensive competition from 
other actors. Nevertheless, the relative influence of epicom problem framing compared to 
that of other actors would be beneficial to map out across a variety of policy areas, as a 
better understanding of problem framing on governance outcomes remains something of a 
missing link in the MLG literature. 
 
But the framing of problems also need not be considered as purely the beginning of the 
process of governance formation. The value of the instances approach to MLG is instructive 
here. In this study, utilising the instances approach permitted a sharper focus upon the 
individual episodes – however fleeting – of governance formation, change and dissolution. 
This proved to be a valuable exercise because it highlighted that, while MLG has been 
characterised by continuous negotiation, it also appears to be characterised by continuous 
problem framing, solving, and re-solving. This reflects ideas from the public policy literature 
concerning the policy cycle and is closely associated with Maggetti & Trein’s (2019) 
observations on the connected problem-solving and problem-generating capacities of MLG. 
However, their typologising of the process neglected both to establish how problems are 
 
183 Such as the European Landscape Convention. 




framed, as well as how governance capacity is assessed by policymakers. That is, how and 
why do policymakers decide that a given issue is beyond the capacity of their own level of 
governance, necessitating a move to multi-level forms of policymaking? 
 
The instances approach illuminated this process in the case studies of this thesis. It 
concentrated explicitly upon actor motivations and roles in generating individual problem 
definitions and explained the origins of governance capacity assessments i.e. whether 
governance needs to be multi-level to resolve problems. It also recognised that, in the 
process of defining and redefining problem boundaries and problem-solving capacities, 
actors could cause mismatches between problems and the existing governance 
arrangements designed to resolve them. These mismatches in themselves could be 
conceptualised as problems by the actors concerned – which in turn generated governance 
change. For example, as cases within this thesis have shown, it may be that the membership 
of those governance arrangements no longer matches the technical knowledge required to 
properly assess or monitor compliance. Or it may be that the function of the arrangements 
no longer matches the required outcome. In essence, taking the actor-centred instances 
perspective and combining it with the study of problem framing actors such as epicoms 
demonstrated why MLG arrangements were so closely connected to problems. It is in its 
capacity to be flexible and responsive to continual changes, while permitting the 
coordinating or directorial role of the central state, that MLG offered the most effective 
method of problem-solving arrangements for policymaking. 
 
Further research on this theme should be aimed at solidifying the applicability and 
generalisability of the instances approach. The possibilities elucidated above require 
observation in new and different settings as with the utilisation of a particular definition of 
expertise noted earlier. As stated in the Literature Review chapter, the instances approach 
has rarely been applied beyond its original authors, yet this study demonstrates its potential 
to supply convincing descriptions and insights into factors influencing multi-level 
governance change and development in the two cases investigated. For these descriptions 
and insights to be made more generalisable across MLG situations, other scales of 




instances approach to MLG applied to discern the extent to which it remains a useful 
method of understanding actor behaviours, relationships and their outcomes. 
 
Secondly, the notion of mismatches between problems and resolutions that has emerged 
from these case studies needs to be confirmed and more fully conceptualised, particularly 
as to the conditions under which it might take place and is recognised as such. As ever with 
case studies, and especially within ‘most likely’ case arrangements, it is unclear the extent to 
which such findings may be generalised beyond their settings. However, as has been noted 
previously, the MLG contexts for both case areas were two among many ‘most likely’ cases. 
Moreover, although cultural heritage policy was lower salience, the notion of problem-
resolution mismatches and epicom relevance need not necessarily only exist in such 
contexts. It may be that this is a key element in determining the effectiveness of governance 
arrangements and their capacity for generating new problems. The role of epicoms may be 
important here in identifying mismatches and proposing resolutions. 
 
9.2.3. Scope Conditions 
The combination of epistemic communities and multi-level governance frameworks within 
this study has also proposed key scope conditions for the dynamics of problem-solving 
processes within MLG arrangements. This is a unique contribution to the literature and one 
that derives directly from the examination of epicoms within an MLG context. It also fulfils 
one of the recommendations for further research that Maggetti & Trein (2019) offered185. 
 
The scope conditions proposed, which emerged from the case study evidence, are those of 
technicality and uncertainty. They have been key common features of the development of 
MLG and epicoms throughout their conceptual existence as was noted within the Literature 
Review. Yet this research has also shown that, in the case studies in question, demands for 
expertise could be generated that led to the development and/or modification of instances 
of MLG. This was because the demands for expertise, in the cases under study, were 
intended to generate either problem definitions (for uncertainty) or problem resolutions 
(for technicality). As was stated above, new problem definitions and/or resolutions were 
 
185 Although their suggestion that more research was required into the scope conditions of such dynamics was 




able at times to catalyse the continual process of problem-solving, which may have caused 
mismatches or other motivations for governance changes. In both cases, however, they 
supplied opportunities for epicoms in particular to influence the shape of governance 
outcomes. 
 
These scope conditions need not have precluded other actors from generating influence of 
course (indeed, some such as the Historic Place Names AC, did just that). But, as the 
epistemic communities framework has demonstrated, epicoms were generally best-placed 
to take advantage under such conditions because of their expertise and policy-relevant 
knowledge. This suggests that epicoms may have been incentivised to generate these scope 
conditions because they were likely to create opportunities for them to diffuse and 
institutionalise their ideas and values within the policymaking process. It may be, therefore, 
that epicoms emerge as important ‘drivers’ of the development of MLG instances because 
of their ability to catalyse the problem-solving process in such a way.  
 
However, once more, these findings relate primarily to the case studies under analysis. 
Nevertheless, the scope conditions proposed offer a plausible beginning for further research 
into the causes and dynamics of problem-solving MLG instance generation within other 
settings, with particular reference to expertise. Again, replication of these scope conditions 
within other MLG cultural heritage policy contexts in other jurisdictions would help to 
confirm the generalisability of these observations, which should be assessed in conjunction 
with other policy areas and scales of governance.  
 
The findings from the case studies also indicated there may be limits to epicom influence 
there, though, depending upon how epicoms approached the scope condition of 
uncertainty. Within the case studies, uncertainty generated by epicoms allowed broader 
conceptions of problems that tended towards wicked problematisations, which at once 
increased the saliency of epicom concerns but also legitimised the participation of a wider 
range of actors and interests. However, uncertainty generated by other actors prompted a 
different response from epicoms, which reduced the framing of problems to narrower and 
more technical concepts that excluded other actors and interests. If representative of other 




problem-solving responses, as well as for the democratisation of knowledge and the 
entrenchment of inequality. It may be that in acting to exclude other interests or knowledge 
domains epicoms perpetuate ineffective policy solutions or the lack of diversity of actors or 
knowledge domains.  
 
This gatekeeping role for epicoms has not often been observed but aligns with the 
behaviour of other interested actors under similar conditions. This is a finding that is 
eminently more generalisable in many respects because it need not depend upon the policy 
area nor scale of governance. However, future research would be beneficial in confirming 
these observations elsewhere and, furthermore, developing a mechanism to illustrate how 
different scope conditions generate different responses from epicoms (and potentially other 
actors) and how these responses may be predicted to impact the policymaking process. 
 
Future research might also be directed towards the role of epicoms in advancing or 
preventing diversity of actors and knowledge within governance arrangements and in 
assessing the resultant effects upon policy outcomes. This would also extend to the scope 
condition of technicality. Here, epicoms were observed to act as effective gatekeepers, by 
framing problems in such a way that privileged their own knowledge and resolutions and 
excluding competing interests. Further research on this would be beneficial in illustrating 
the extent to which this may take place in different policy and territorial contexts and 
whether the diversity of epicom representation becomes more attenuated under conditions 
of technicality. It may be that taking a broader or more holistic approach to a wider range of 
problems could be more beneficial in securing more effective policy outcomes and 
representative governance outcomes. 
 
9.3. The Influence of Identity 
One of the major findings  from the case studies was that identity, in its linguistic cultural 
form, can significantly influence the constitution and performance of epicoms – and, 
therefore, their relationship with MLG – under certain conditions. It was particularly 
relevant for politically dynamic forms of identity that intersect with given policy areas and 





9.3.1. The Constitution of Epistemic Communities 
One of the most important potential implications of this finding is for the constitution of 
epicoms. Previously, there has been little research indicating links between epicom 
formation and identity, excepting Youde’s work on AIDs policy in South Africa (Youde, 2005). 
However, Youde’s notion of an epicom was not founded upon shared expertise within a 
knowledge domain, but rather more like a ‘thought collective’ or even an advocacy 
coalition. Links between ‘expert’ epicoms and identity considerations within the literature 
have been rare. Yet the two case studies in this thesis indicated that identity in these cases, 
at least in its linguistic cultural form, was an important factor in mediating inter-epicom 
relations. Shared linguistic cultural identity appeared to enhance communication and the 
diffusion of ideas and values between differing epicom groups and, along with other factors 
like shared interactional expertise, enabled the formation of a common episteme. Yet, when 
linguistic cultural identity was either not shared or its constructs did not relate to a 
politically relevant theme, it did not produce the same constitutive effect. 
 
It is important to note here, though, that these findings were generated within ‘most likely’ 
cases that were deliberately calibrated to observe interactions with identity such as those 
detailed. The two subnational territories under consideration both maintained strong links 
with linguistic cultural identity and, therefore, it should not be entirely unexpected that 
these links would influence the behaviour of actors within the policymaking process – 
whether expert or not. Nevertheless, a first step to confirming the extent to which these 
findings are applicable elsewhere within the epicoms literature would be to investigate 
other ‘most likely’ cases of cultural heritage policy, such as subnational territories like the 
Basque Country or Catalonia, or cases at other scales of governance like Belgium or even at 
the level of the European Union. To test such findings against different types of expertise, 
given the usage of the definition set out in this thesis, ‘most likely’ cases could also be 
sourced from the national or subnational scales in places with significant Indigenous 
populations and heritage like Australia and New Zealand. 
 
Beyond linguistic cultural identity, however, there are many more possibilities to test the 
applicability of a more generalised influence from identity considerations upon epicom 




of identity, gender forms of identity and others may be possible in a variety of settings, 
which would significantly deepen and enrich our understanding of the myriad factors that 
may act to influence epicoms in ways previously ignored. What is important about the 
findings in this study in terms of the influence of linguistic cultural identity on epicom 
constitution is that they demonstrate that identity may have an impact in certain situations. 
These situations may be highly specific, such as those within these case studies, but further 
research is vital to confirm the extent that identity considerations – in whatever form – 
influence the behaviour of epicom actors. 
 
Epicoms have been hitherto been considered somewhat value-neutral actors within 
policymaking processes even when their partisan interests in terms of policy objectives have 
been acknowledged. Yet epicoms are constructed within differing societal contexts that may 
shape their activities and relationships. Epicoms that share an identity construct relevant to 
a policy debate (such as linguistic cultural identity in this case) may, therefore, be expected 
to share some elements of interpretation of evidence that are consistent with the 
expression of that form of identity. The most obvious example in the case studies of this 
taking place was in their interpretation of the protection of linguistic heritage in Québec – 
where intangible heritage related to the French language was prioritised above that of 
intangible heritage related to minority languages. Yet, in international cultural heritage 
thinking, the latter are more usually interpreted as being the priorities for protection. The 
effect of this may have been to reinforce cooperative tendencies with other epicoms that 
shared similar identity constructs. The obverse may, therefore, have been the case with 
epicoms that did not share identity constructs or that did not share those that have 
relevance to a given policy debate.  
 
9.3.2. Identity and Epistemic Community Influence 
Another important implication from the case study findings in this thesis was the effect of 
linguistic cultural identity upon the strategies pursued by epicoms. Some epicom actors 
used their linguistic cultural identity associations186 to politicise their arguments that had 
the effect of enhancing the saliency of their field of knowledge. Others chose to depoliticise 
 




linguistic cultural identity discourse187 by removing debate to the technical realm of 
policymaking. 
 
The politicisation of arguments and policy goals is a strategy that has rarely been observed 
by epicom scholars. It indicates a new dimension of potential research into the occasions 
when epicoms may choose to use such a strategy - and its effectiveness under differing 
conditions. However, it also implies an inclusive-exclusive element to epicom discourse 
when associated with identity (at least in its linguistic cultural form), which may legitimise or 
delegitimise the participation of particular actors from the policy process. Epicoms choosing 
to engage with linguistic cultural identity discourses may be incentivised to do so because, 
in sharing those same conceptions of identity with politically powerful/influential 
constituencies, they may further legitimise their own participation and policy goals. 
However, in so doing, those epicoms that do not engage with those same linguistic cultural 
identity discourses may in turn be delegitimised. This could result in minority linguistic 
cultural identity groups in particular being excluded from the policymaking process and/or 
from those who may be afforded a stake in the resolution of problems.  
 
Once again, these possibilities need to be investigated in other ‘most likely’ contexts and 
beyond before these potentialities can be generalised, as well as examining the effects of 
other forms of identity such as gender, sexuality or religion for example. Furthermore, if a 
connection between epicom politicisation strategies and identity does emerge more widely, 
research will be necessary into describing the mechanism by which this could take place.   
 
Yet some epicoms within the case studies of this thesis chose not to engage with linguistic 
cultural identity discourses because they attempted to depoliticise debates by framing 
problems as technical issues. This, of course, may also have effects that become exclusive 
because it restricted participation in the resolution of problems to those epicoms already 
institutionalised within the policymaking process. New domains of knowledge and different 
sets of values were, therefore, continually unrepresented. It is, therefore, important for any 
mechanism detailing the politicisation of epicom strategies (should they be found more 
 




broadly within other cases) to be able to also take account of when they might choose to 
pursue depoliticising strategies too. 
 
Epicoms within the case studies here (particularly those already institutionalised in some 
way) were implied to possess a considerable role in the mediation of ideas and values within 
the policymaking process. Their authoritative policy-relevant knowledge, combined with 
their ability to fulfil demands for expertise that could delineate the boundaries of problems 
and resolutions, suggested that they played a vital role in the legitimisation or otherwise of 
actors and interests. Yet, as actors mediated by ideas and values themselves (including 
those related to linguistic cultural identity), they may have been incentivised to perpetuate 
their own perspectives at the expense of others. This form of influence of epicoms has been 
little recognised – particularly in its impact upon the diversity of knowledge and 
perspectives within governance outcomes. It also reinforced an earlier point suggesting that 
the gatekeeping aspect of epicoms requires further investigation. 
 
These findings are especially important for practitioners – both epicom actors and 
policymakers – to be aware of and to acknowledge. While the extent of their generalisability 
is unclear, with the presence of identity considerations ever more influential in public policy 
settings, it is entirely possible that practitioners will be influenced at some point by how 
their interests and values are mediated by them. In this way, it will important for 
practitioners to acknowledge that this may be a possibility, as well as ensuring that this does 
not impact upon the diversity of expertise able to participate in problem-solving. 
 
9.4. Final Thoughts 
This thesis, therefore, echoes the advice of Harold Macmillan to the Consultative Assembly 
at the Council of Europe in 1950 where he cautioned against “…fall[ing] down before the 
divine right of experts” (Macmillan, 1950). His point was not to dismiss the value of experts 
within public policymaking but, rather, to warn that their increasing institutionalisation 
could not repair or replace the virtues and vices of democracy. The findings of this study 
have suggested that experts, in the guise of epistemic communities, can contribute 
significantly to shaping the way that democracies resolve policy problems through framing 




lead to the establishment of new multi-level relationships that encourage shared problem-
solving, which may or may not yield more effective policymaking. But it has also been 
observed that experts, as with other actors, can act to further their own interests – 
amplified or attenuated at times by factors such as linguistic cultural identity and 
governance outcomes themselves – that may entrench the vices of democracy in place of its 
virtues. The diffusion of expert knowledge may be ever more extensive in policymaking, but 
there is a concomitant danger that it may become ever more exclusive under certain 
conditions, acting to discourage the diffusion of more diverse forms and sources of 
knowledge and representation.  
 
Experts, therefore, may be said to be crucial actors in the effective functioning of democracy 
but, as Macmillan sagely implied, their failings are the failings of all actors who participate in 
governance. It is only by recognising these failings and diversifying actor and interest 
representation that the legitimacy and effectiveness of governance may be improved, and 





























Sample Interview Guide (Wales Case Study) 
 
Background 
• Can you tell me a little about your background and experience? 
• What is your conception of heritage and the historic environment? 
• To what extent, if any, do you think Cadw and the Welsh Government share this 
view? 




• What did you perceive to be the most important factors, e.g. political, cultural, 
economic etc, that led to the creation of the Historic Environment (Wales) Bill? 
• To what extent, if any, was there a desire for such a Bill from within the local 
government sector and from [Local authority name]? 
• In your view, and in the view of [Local authority name], what challenges and 
opportunities existed within the heritage/historic environment sector at the time? 
 
Historic Environment (Wales) Bill – Early Development Phase 
• What were your aims and ambitions for the HE Bill? 
• Understand there were a series of workshops prior to the introduction of the Bill. 
Were you, or another Council representative, able to attend? 
- If yes: 
i. What was your assessment of the workshops in terms of their influence 
or otherwise on the Bill development process? 
- If no: 
i. Why was this? 
• Following the introduction of the Bill in May 2015 there was a public consultation. 
How did [Local authority name] formulate its submission to that consultation? 
- Did you consult with any external individuals or organisations? 
- E.g. [Name of professional forum] etc 
 
Bill Provisions - HERs 
• Could you explain the Council’s thinking and its position with respect to Historic 
Environment Records? 
• What factors do you think led to the original proposal to make HERs statutory? 
- And what factors do you think led to the proposal to confer the statutory 
responsibility for their maintenance upon local planning authorities? 
- Why do you think the responsibility shifted to Ministers in the final Bill? 




- Has this changed in any way since the HE Act was passed? 
 
Bill Provisions – Register of Historic Place Names 
• What were your thoughts, and the Council’s position, on this provision? 
- To what extent, if any, do you and the Council feel that added statutory 
protection for Welsh place names is necessary? 
- What factors do you think led to the Bill including merely a register, as opposed 
to added statutory protection? 
 
Bill Provisions - Other 
• What are your thoughts on heritage partnership agreements? 
- To what extent, if any, do you think HPAs will increase or decrease pressure on 
Council time and other resources? 
- To what extent, if any, has [Local authority name] developed plans or guidelines 
on establishing systems of monitoring and reporting on HPAs? 
• What are your thoughts on the provision for an advisory panel in the HE Act? 
- Any preferences for the focus and composition of the panel? 
- To what extent, if any, do you have experience of the Historic Environment 
Group? 




• Could you explain the process of your selection as a witness to the Culture, Welsh 
Language and Communications Committee who carried out the inquiry into the 
historic environment last year/earlier this year? 
• You mentioned that the new guidance changes the emphasis from the avoidance of 
harm to listed buildings to positive management and enhancement. What factors do 
you think influenced this change of emphasis? 
• To what extent, if any, do you think this guidance is designed to change people’s 
values or knowledge or a bit of both concerning heritage/historic environment? 
- E.g. you also mentioned there would be opportunities for training and revisiting 
ways of working. Change values or knowledge or bit of both? 
• To what extent, if any, is the new guidance more or less enabling than previous 






• What is your conception of an expert? 
• Who do you feel are experts within the heritage and historic environment sector? 
- Do you think the [Name of professional forum] is an expert grouping? 
- To what extent, if any, do you think posts such as conservation officers should be 
a statutory requirement or not within local planning authorities? 
- How and why has [Local authority name] been able to retain a significant staffing 
presence within the heritage/historic environment field? 
• What role do you think experts should occupy, if any, within heritage/historic 
environment governance and the heritage/historic environment policymaking 
process? 
Language 
• To what extent, if any, do you think there are any issue areas within the historic 
environment sector that produce different perspectives between Welsh first 
language speakers and English first language speakers? 
• How would you compare and assess the status and influence of Welsh first language 
experts to English first language experts within the historic environment sector? 
- To what extent, if any, do you feel one language group of experts is more 
influential than the other language group of experts? 
• To what extent, if any, do you feel it is necessary to have both Welsh first language 
speakers and English first language speakers represented within historic 
environment governance in Wales? 
 
Historic Environment Governance 
• How would you assess the current relationship between governmental bodies, non-
governmental bodies and the third sector in Wales in terms of their powers and 
responsibilities in historic environment sector? 
- To what extent, if any, do you think the HE Act has changed/influenced this 
relationship? 
i. Closer linkage with Natural Resources Wales? 
- Could you explain the level and nature of engagement that you have with Cadw 
and other similar organisations in your role? 
- To what extent, if any, do individuals/organisations outside Wales and outside 
the UK have an influence on historic environment policy within Wales? 




• How would you like to see historic environment governance develop in Wales in the 
future? 
- Which governmental or non-governmental bodies/organisations do you think 
would be most appropriate in the future for certain powers and responsibilities 
within historic environment sector? 
- To what extent, if any, would you like to see changes in local government 
organisation with respect to the historic environment sector? 
 
Evaluation & Future 
• What challenges and opportunities has the Council faced in implementing the 
provisions of the HE Act? 
- Why? And why were these not foreseen/addressed in the Act? 
• Two years after it was passed, how would you assess the Historic Environment 
(Wales) Act in terms of its aims, ambitions and effectiveness? 




• Anything else you think is important for me to know? 
• Recommendations: anyone willing to discuss these issues? 
• Within/without WG 




















Members Experience Expertise Position of Engagement 
with Policy Process 
Venues of 
Association 




Canada Research Chair 
in Built Heritage, 
Université de Montréal 
 
Head (and twice 
President), Canadian 




Chair, World Heritage 
Committee 
 
Member, Le livre vert 
Working Group 
 
Director General of 
National Historic Sites 
and Secretary, Historic 
Canadian and Québec 
built heritage 
 
World Heritage policy 
and practice 
 
Canadian and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 



















188 E.g. Bumbaru & Guilbault, 2001 and Mercier, 2010. 
189 E.g.  Cameron, Déom & Valois, 2010 and Bumbaru, Cameron et al., 2010.  




Sites and Monuments 
Board of Canada 
 
Outstanding 
Achievement Award of 
the Public Service of 
Canada 
 
Gabrielle Léger Medal 
for Lifetime 
Achievement in the 
cause of heritage 
conservation 




ICOMOS and Chair, 
ICOMOS Canada 
 
Member, Le livre vert 
Working Group 
 
Associate Professor of 
Architecture, 
Université de Montréal 
 
Minister’s Round Table 
on Parks Canada 
 
Canadian and Québec 
built heritage 
 
Canadian and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 
 
Global heritage policy 
and practice  
Héritage Montreal 
 











de Montréal built 
heritage conservation 
program 
Louise Mercier President, Conseil des 
Monuments et des 









Canadian and Québec 
built heritage 
 
Canadian and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 
Conseil des Monuments 
et des Sites du Québec 
Gérard Beaudet Director, Institut 
d'urbanisme at the 
Université de Montréal 
 
Professor of Urban 





Municipal and Québec 
planning policy 
 
Municipal and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 
 










Musée de la 
civilisation191 
 
Deputy Minister for 




Québec heritage policy 
Arpin Reports (1991, 
2000) 










Yves Bergeron Professor of 
Museology and 
Heritage, Université de 
Québec à Montréal  
 
Director of the 
department of 
research and 




Encyclopedia of French 




Québec heritage policy 
and practice 




Member, Arpin Report 




Arpin Report (2000) 
advisory panel 
 
191 Museum of Civilisation. 




Emeritus Professor of 
Art History, Université 
de Québec à Montréal 
 
Founded Doctorate in 
Museology, mediation 
and heritage, 
Université de Québec à 
Montréal 




Member, Arpin Report 













Québec heritage policy 
and practice 
 





Arpin Report (2000) 
advisory panel 
Historians Roland Bélanger President and Director 
of the Féderation 
Histoire Québec 
 
Director-General of the 
Société historique du 
Saguenay193 
Québec and local 











Jules Bélanger Member of first Arpin 






historique de la 
Gaspésie 
 





Québec and local 
history and heritage 
Arpin Report (1991) 
advisory panel 










of Canada, Public 
Archives, Transport 
Canada, Investment 
Canada, Foreign Affairs 
and International 
Québec and local 






Trade and the Privy 
Council Office 
UQ Historians Sylvie Dépatie Associate Professor of 
History, Université de 





Canadian and Québec 
history and heritage 
L'Institut d'histoire de 











Professor of History, 
Université de Québec à 
Trois-Rivières 
Canadian and Québec 
history and heritage 





L'Institut d'histoire de 
l'Amérique française 
 
Emeritus Professor of 
History, Université de 
Québec à Montréal 
Canadian and Québec 
history and heritage 
L'Institut d'histoire de 
l'Amérique française 
Archaeology Françoise Duguay President, Association 













194 French-American History Institute. 








Marc Côté President, Association 














policy and practice 
Association des 
archéologues de Québec 




Director of the 
conservation and 





Parc archéologique de 
la Pointe-du-Buisson 
Québec archaeology 

















Literary and Historical 




Jewish heritage of 
Québec 
 


























Université de Montréal 
 
Landscape architecture 
policy and practice 
 
Landscape heritage 
policy and practice 
 
School of Urban 
Planning and Landscape 
Architecture 












Chair in Landscape and 
Environment, Co-
founder of the 
University Chair in 
Landscape and 
Environment 




School of Planning and 
Landscape 
Architecture, 
Université de Montréal 
 
Emeritus Chair of the 
Commission on 
Environmental 
Planning of the 
International Union for 
the Conservation of 
Nature (IUCN) 
 
President of the 
Canadian Society of 
Landscape architecture 
policy and practice 
 
Landscape heritage 
policy and practice 
 
Municipal and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 



















Université de Montréal 
 
Landscape architecture 
policy and practice 
 
Landscape heritage 
policy and practice 
 
School of Planning and 
Landscape Architecture 
Conservation Planning Jennifer Ouellet 
 
Planning consultant 
Heritage Division of 
Montréal City Council 
Municipal and Québec 
planning policy 
 
Municipal and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 





Mark Elsworthy Planning consultant, 
Heritage and Buildings 
Division of Québec 
Ministry of Culture and 
Communications 
Municipal and Québec 
planning policy 
 
Municipal and Québec 
heritage policy and 
practice 














Canada Research Chair, 
Ethnological Heritage 
 





Encyclopedia of French 






Global, Canadian and 
Québec intangible 
heritage policy and 
practice 








Cyril Simard President, Commission 
des biens culturels 
 




Canadian and Québec 
intangible heritage 
policy and practice 
 
Architecture and built 
heritage 
Commission des biens 
culturels 
 




Head of Visual Arts 
Department, Québec  
Ministry of Cultural 
Affairs 




Worked for UNESCO 




Chair, Heritage, History 
and Museology 
Advisory Committee of 
the Observatoire de la 
culture et des 
communications 
Canadian and Québec 
intangible heritage 
policy and practice 
 
Conseil québécois du 
patrimoine vivant198 





Literature & Ethnology, 
Université Laval 
Canadian and Québec 
intangible heritage 










Québec Epistemic Community Characteristics199 
 
199 Sources for the following categories consisted primarily of epicom member personal communications and contributions to legislative developments (i.e. committee 
submissions and witness statements). Other sources included published journal articles, newspaper articles and letters by and about the epicom members; biographical 
information from organisational websites; organisational mission statements and objectives; as well as background information from academic sources concerning the 
definition and nature of individual fields of cultural heritage. 
 
Epistemic Communities Causal Beliefs Normative Beliefs Shared Notions of 
Validity 
Policy Enterprise 
Built Heritage  A broader definition of 
cultural heritage, set out 
in legislation and policy 
in line with international 
standards, would lead to 
superior protection for 
built heritage 
 
Heritage is complex and 
multi-scalar in nature 
and relates to multiple 
policy fields. Only a 
whole government 
approach will deliver a 
truly effective heritage 
policy 
Protecting built heritage is 
equivalent to protecting 
and valuing the identity 
and uniqueness of 
communities200 
Individual and 






Recognise a wider 
definition of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy 
 
Develop a whole 
government cultural 
heritage policy  
 
 
Museums State intervention is 
necessary to develop 
and sustain the museum 
sector 
 
Museums have a cultural 
mission to promote access 
to and knowledge of 
heritage and its 
Individual and 
community ascriptions of 
value  
 
Adopt accreditation and 
evaluation rules as 








understanding of cultural 
heritage is limited and 
needs to be updated in 
line with international 
standards 
conservation to the 
public201 
 
Cultural heritage is an 
evolving concept reflecting 
the changing values of 
society, so its definition 





Implement new financing 
models for museums 
 
Develop a museum 
network planning 
framework and encourage 
greater intra-sector and 
inter-sector collaboration 
 
Recognise a wider 
definition of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy 
Historians Historical research is an 
important method for 
(re)interpreting heritage. 
Recognising this in 
legislation and policy 
would enhance the 
quality and status of the 
discipline 
History holds a vital place 
in society and should be 
promoted 
 
Cultural heritage is 
concerned with shared 
identities and values 
ascribed by society 
Individual and 






Recognise a broader role 
for heritage in cultural 
policy and a wider 
definition that 
incorporates archives 
UQ Historians Historical research is an 
important method for 
(re)interpreting heritage. 
Recognising this in 
legislation and policy 
would enhance the 
Historical research is 
fundamental for the 
conservation and 
enhancement of cultural 
heritage and, more 
generally, in the 
development of culture 
Knowledge generated 
through recognised 
academic procedures  
 
Individual and 
community ascriptions of 
value  
Recognise a broader role 
for heritage in cultural 
policy 
 
Reinterpret heritage to be 
consistent with the notion 




quality and status of the 
discipline 
 rather than the existing 
static conception 
Anglophone Heritage Anglophone heritage 
receives very little 
provincial government 
funding and exists 
primarily in small 
municipalities. Increased 
resources and 
representation at the 
provincial level would 
improve protection and 
promotion 
Anglophone heritage is an 
important part of the 
“choir” of heritage voices 
in Québec and should 
receive the protections 
afforded to minority 
communities elsewhere in 
Canada 
Individual and 






Fewer responsibilities for 
cultural heritage 




funding and support from 
the provincial government 








Archaeology Archaeology is the study 
of human behaviour 
from the past via its 
remains. Its protection 
and promotion, 
therefore, improves 
understanding of how 
societal culture, and its 
relationship with its 
territory, has changed 
over time 
Protection of archaeology 
is the promotion of 
sustainable development 
 
Archaeology is an essential 
element of shared cultural 
understanding 
Individual and 






Recognise a wider 
definition of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy that includes 
recognition of archaeology 
as a cultural discipline 
 
Ensure and plan for the 
presence of professional 
archaeologists at all stages 
of archaeological projects 







Promote public access to 
archaeological resources 
and the dissemination of 
information 
 
Develop a whole 
government approach to 
archaeology 
 
Develop guidance and 
training resources for 
municipalities in 




between provincial and 
municipal governments 
and private sector and 
non-profit organisations 
to protect and promote 
archaeology 
Landscape Heritage Landscapes have cultural 
significance following 
their reshaping by 
individuals or groups. As 
they have significance 
Landscapes have special 
meaning for an individual, 
a group or a country as a 
part of their identity. They, 
Individual and 
community ascriptions of 
value  
 
The recognition of the 
practice of landscape 
architecture by the state 




for people, so they 
should also have some 
form of regulatory 
protection, otherwise 
they will be developed 





cultural production of 
public interest 
 
The recognition of the 
landscape as a cultural 
resource in its own right 
as part of a wider 
definition of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy 
Conservation Planning Heritage conservation at 
the municipal level of 
governance can be 
achieved effectively by 
mediating the concerns 
of communities and 
developers 
Development is not 
antithetical to heritage 
protection 
 
Heritage is the expression 
of different sets of values 
Individual and 






Devolving further powers 
of heritage protection to 
the municipal level 
Intangible Heritage Intangible heritage is 
internationally 
recognised as a central 
form of cultural heritage. 
Extending this 
recognition in legislation 
and funding support to 
Québec would expand 
the conservation and 
promotion of cultural 
heritage 
Intangible heritage is the 
form of cultural heritage 
that is practiced and 
shared by individuals and 
groups. It is the basis of 
collective identity and 
links people to objects and 
places 
Individual and 






Recognise a wider 
definition of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy that fully 
incorporates all aspects of 
intangible heritage in 
accordance with UNESCO 
standards 
 
Increased resources and 



































Members Experience Expertise Position of Engagement 
with Policy Process 
Venues of 
Association 
Museums Chris Delaney President, Federation 


















Welsh and UK 
museums policy 
 
Welsh and UK 
heritage policy 
Federation of Museums 








































Involved at high levels 
in other organisations 
such as the Wales 
Tourism Alliance and 





























Jonathan Thompson Senior Heritage 
Adviser, Country Land 








Wales and UK 
heritage policy 





















Alliance Rural Group 
Justin Albert Director for Wales, 
National Trust 
 











Wales and UK 
heritage policy 




Archaeology Chris Catling Secretary, Royal 
Commission on the 
Ancient and Historical 










Royal Commission on 
























Ken Murphy Director/CEO, Dyfed 
Archaeological Trust  
 
Professionally 





















National Trust Wales 
 
Head of Conservation 
and senior 
archaeologist, 
National Trust Wales 
 
PhD in Archaeology 
 
Trustee and Policy 





Wales and UK 
public policy 
 
Heritage in Wales 
and UK public policy 
National Trust Wales 
 








Fellow, Society of 
Antiquaries of London 
















Wales and UK 
public policy 
 
Heritage in Wales 
and UK public policy 
Clwyd-Powys 
Archaeological Trust 










Wales and UK 
public policy 
 
Heritage in Wales 
and UK public policy 
Glamorgan-Gwent 
Archaeological Trust 













accredited by CIfA 
Archaeology in 
Wales and UK 
public policy 
 
Heritage in Wales 
and UK public policy 
























Archaeology in UK 
public policy 
 









































Dave Jump Secretary, IHBC Wales 
 
Senior Planning and 
Conservation Officer, 






Member, North Wales 
Conservation Officers 
Forum 
Wales and UK 
planning policy 
 
Wales and UK 
planning and 
conservation policy 
relating to the 
historic 
environment 
Isle of Anglesey County 
Council 
Peter Thomas Senior Planner 
(Conservation & 




Wales and UK 
planning policy 
 
Wales and UK 
planning and 
conservation policy 
relating to the 
Vale of Glamorgan 
County Council 
 



































Wales and UK 
public policy 
 
Wales and UK 
planning policy 
 
Wales and UK 
planning and 
conservation policy 
relating to the 
historic 
environment 








Wales Epistemic Community Characteristics206 
 
206 Sources for the following categories consisted primarily of epicom member personal communications and contributions to legislative developments (i.e. committee 
submissions and witness statements). Other sources included published journal articles, newspaper articles and letters by and about the epicom members; biographical 
information from organisational websites; organisational mission statements and objectives; as well as background information from academic sources concerning the 
definition and nature of individual fields of cultural heritage. Finally, in the Welsh case, some information was sourced from private conversations with individuals that 
were not recorded as per the wishes of the individuals involved. 
Epistemic Communities Causal Beliefs Normative Beliefs Shared Notions of 
Validity 
Policy Enterprise 
Museums Strengthening protection 




protection of museum 
services because they 
collect the portable 












Museums make a 
significant economic 
contribution through 
tourism and regeneration 
Individual and 






Recognise a wider 
understanding of cultural 
heritage in legislation and 
policy  
 
Extend the definition of 
the historic environment 




responsibility for metal 
detectorists to protect 
sites of heritage 
significance 
 
Ensure broader protection 
and recognition of the role 
of museum services with 






Ensure broader protection 
and recognition of 
portable heritage 
equivalent to that of the 
historic environment 
Historic Asset Owners The costs of owning an 
historic asset are 
significant. A reduction 
in costs, via reducing 
delays in achieving 
permissions or planning 
for more predictable 
outcomes to decision-
making, would ensure 
more effective 
protection and 
maintenance of historic 
assets 
Ensure the economic 
sustainability of 
maintaining and owning 
an historic asset 
Individual and 








through experience of 
‘doing’ an activity 
Reduce delays in obtaining 
necessary permissions for 




across local and national 
planning and consenting 
authorities in Wales 
 
Develop and improve 
formal guidance from 
Welsh Government 
concerning historic asset 
management and planning 
regulations 
Archaeology Current legislation and 
guidance pertaining to 
the historic environment 
in Wales is old and does 
not reflect more recent 







the historic environment 
and archaeology 
Individual and 






Updating and improving 
historic environment 
legislation and policy to 
take account of changes 
since previous legislation 
and making it more 





legislation and policy 
could fill in gaps in 
protections that have 
since emerged and to 
further existing 
protections e.g. non-




environment records and 
registers of historic parks 
& gardens and landscapes 
 




such as conservation 
officers 
Conservation Planning Current legislation 
pertaining to the historic 
environment in Wales is 
old and does not reflect 
more recent changes in 
related legislation and 
governance. Updated 
legislation and policy 
could fill in gaps in 
protections that have 
since emerged and to 
further existing 
protections e.g. 




authorities  (LPAs) have 
lost significant reserves 
Protection of the historic 
environment is best 
achieved through 
management and positive 
enhancement rather than 
the avoidance of harm. 
Conservation officers are 
vital in providing that 
expertise and 












No extra statutory duties 
or responsibilities without 
additional funding and 
other resources 
 








environment records and 
registers of historic parks 
& gardens and landscapes 
 





of expertise since the 
introduction of austerity 
policies. Due to this lack 
of capacity, further 
duties or responsibilities 
placed on LPAs would 
result in reduced 
protection and scrutiny 
of the local historic 
environment 
legislation and policy to 
take account of changes 
since previous legislation 
and making it more 







Built heritage: Any historic structure accorded cultural value by individuals and/or groups in 
a given society 
 
Cultural heritage: The collection of tangible and intangible assets passed on by previous 
generations and accorded cultural value by individuals and/or groups in a given society 
 
Cultural landscapes: Any landscape of any scale that is accorded cultural value by 
individuals and/or groups in a given society 
 
Heritage Partnership Agreements: Formal written agreements between Welsh Ministers 
and owners of a scheduled ancient monument or the land adjoining such a monument. They 
are designed to set out a programme of works over several years where some planning 
permissions are agreed in advance 
 
Historic environment: All aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction 
between people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains of past 
human activity, whether visible, buried or submerged, and landscaped and planted or 
managed flora 
 
Historic Environment Records: Written and/or digitised information on tangible historic 
assets and sites of a given area. Information may be archaeological, architectural, or some 
other relevant form 
 
Historic parks & gardens: An architectural and horticultural composition of interest to the 
public from the historical or artistic point of view 
 
Humanised landscapes: Landscapes of any scale that bear the imprint of human activity in 
some form, such as introduced fauna or flora 
 
Intangible heritage: The skills, knowledge, expressions, practices and representations based 
on a tradition that a community or group recognizes as part of its cultural heritage, the 
knowledge, protection, transmission or enhancement of which is in the public interest 
 
Linguistic cultural identity: A component of identity associated with both language and 
culture that be perceived as individual or societal in nature 
 
Scheduled Ancient Monument: Any site in Wales comprising any thing, or group of things, 
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